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Executive Summary

Pursuant to Education Code 66903.1 (AB 605,
Hughes, 1985) and its predecessor (AB 105, Hughes,
1977), the Commission reports biennially on "the
representation and utilization of ethnic minorities
and women among academic, administrative, and
other employees" in California public postsecondary
education. This report is the fifth in the series that
began in 1979, and it provides information on the
gender, ethnic, and racial composition of faculty and
staff in th" California State University, the Univer-
sity of California, and the California Community
Colleges through the 1987-88 academic year.

The report is organized into four parts:

Part One contains the Commission's comments on
the diversification of faculty and staff over the
past decade.

Part Two reproduces the California State Univer-
sity's report on developments over the past two
years.

Part Three consists of the University of Califor-
nia's report.

And Part Four contains the Chancellor's Office
report for the California Community Colleges.

In Part One, the Commission explains the impor-
tance of diversifying the faculty and staff, analyzes
trends in diversification, lists six major findings
about these trends (pp. 25-26), offers two major
recommendations about future reports in this series
(p. 26), and offers a prospectus for a study of faculty
diversification (pp. 27-30).

The Commission adopted this report at its meeting
on September 19, 1988, on recommendation of its
Policy Evaluation Committee. Additional copies of
the report may be obtained from the Library of the
Commission at (916) 322-E.031. Questions about the
substance of the report may be directed to Penny
Edgert of the Commission staff at (916) 322-8028.
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PART ONE

Report of the California
Postsecondary Education Commission
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I Background on the Commission's Report

Context of the report

Why is the composition of the faculty and staff in
postsecondary education a policy concern in Califor-
nia?

The basic reason is that each year the racial-ethnic
composition of California's population becomes in-
creasingly more heterogeneous. According to the
Population Research Unit of the Department of Fi-
nance, in 1977, 69.3 percent of the residents of Cali-
fornia were Caucasian; a decade later, that percent-
age had diminished to 60.3. By the turn of the cen-
tury, if current estimates are confirmed, members of
no single racial-ethnic group will constitute a ma-
jority of Californians.

Correspondingly, the composition of the student
bodies of California's public colleges and universi-
ties is becoming more diverse. Over the last decade,
as illustrated in Display 1 on pages 2-3, the number
and percentage of Asian and Hispanic students have
increased in each of the three segments. In 1977,
these groups of students accounted for 16 percent of
the public postsecondary student population in the
State; in 1987, they comprised 26 percent. Although
the number and percentage of Black students has
declined overall, this diminution is attributed pri-
marily to the decrease in the enrollment of Black
students in the Community Colleges. In terms of
changes in gender comnosition, women comprised
51.8 percent of the colf,ge student population in
1977, compared to almost 56 percent in 1987.

Within this larger context, the three public post-
secondary systems are anticipating massive faculty
retirements by the year 2000. According to system-
wide estimates, over 34,000 new postsecondary fac-
ulty, or nearly 64 percent of the current full-time
professoriate, will be needed by the systems by the
turn of the century. The University projects hiring
6,000 new faculty; the State University, 8,000; and
the Community Colleges, over 18,000, including
both full and part time.

Given these two interrelated trends, the extent to
which systemic efforts to diversify the faculty and

staff of postsecondary education in California are
successful is critical to the welfare of the State. The
importance of the professoriate in postsecondary ed-
ucation is evident from the following observations:

The faculty develops the curriculum and decides
upon the nature of the knowledge to which students
are exposed. The responsibility for curriculum de-
velopment places the faculty in a key position to
determine for students the relative importance of
ideas, people, and cultures.

The faculty teaches the curriculum. Teaching be-
comes the act of transmitting knowledge judged to
be significant and the critical skills needed to
comprehend this knowledge base.

The faculty serves as the embodiment of the aca-
demic career. The extent to which professors are
perceived positively by students may influence
the decision of students to pursue careers in the
academy.

Faculty members are authority figures. In this re-
gard, the professoriate provides a picture for stu-
dents of the types of individuals respected and ad-
mired in the society. Furthermore. professors are
the primary source of encouragement and support
in assisting students to pursue and advance in
academic careers.

The staff of postsecondary education are, likewise,
crucial to the educational process:

The staff develops the system to administer and
manage the institution. The responsibility for cre-
ating an efficient and effective system places the
staff in a key position to influence the progress of
students in the institution.

The staff teaches students the procedures operative
in the institution. The extent to which students
learn to understand and negotiate the institution
from the staff influences the quality of their edu-
cational experience.

The staff develops and implements the programs
and services that affect both the academic and non-

1



DISPLAY 1 Number of Undergraduate and Graduate Students Reporting Their Racial-Ethnic
Fall 1977 and Fall 1987

Men

1977 1987 1977.1987 1977

Segment Number
Percent of
.tmgor.r Number

Percent of
Category

Number
Change

Percent
Change of
1977 Base Number

Percent
Category

California
Community Colleges

American Indian 8,498 1.6% 6,638 1.3% -1860 -21.9% 8,841 -1.5%
Asian 31,868 6.1 64,394 13.2 +32,526 +102.1 29,470 5.0
Black 54,175 10.3 35,362 7.2 -18,813 -34.7 61,297 10.5
Hispanic 61,080 11.6 77,549 15.9 +16,469 +27.0 56,581 9.7
White 369,133 70.3 304,648 62.4 -64,485 -17.5 429,078 73.3
Total 524,754 100.0 488,591 100.0 -36,163 -6.9 585,267 100.0

The California
State University

American Indian 1,369 1.3 1,496 1.1 +127 +9.3 1,145 1.1
Asian 8,163 7.8 22,840 16.3 +14,677 +179.8 7,866 7.5
Black 6,352 6.0 6,841 4.9 +489 +7.7 8,094 7.7
Hispanic 8,928 8.5 14,700 10.5 +5,772 +64.7 7,368 7.0
White 80,326 76.4 94,596 67.3 +14,270 +17.8 81,086 76.8
Total 105,138 100.0 140,473 100.0 +35,335 +33.6 105,559 100.0

University of California

American Indian 310 0.5 486 0.7 +176 +56.8 273 0.6
Asian 6,035 10.3 14,205 19.7 +6,350 +105.2 5,070 10.5
Black 2,081 3.6 2,614 3.6 +533 +25.6 2,405 5.0
Hispanic 3,491 6.0 6,089 8.5 +2,598 +74.4 2,393 5.0
White 46,525 79 g 48,535 67.5 +2,010 +4.3 38,058 79.0
Total 58,442 100.0 71,929 100.0 +13,487 +23.1 48,199 100.0

Total

American Indian 10,177 1.5 8,620 1.2 -1,557 -15.3 10,259 1.4
Asian 46,066 6.7 101,438 14.5 +55,372 +120.2 42,406 5.7
Black 62,608 9.1 44,817 6.4 -17,791 -28,4 71,796 9.7
Hispanic 73,499 10.7 98,338 14.0 +24,839 +33.8 66,342 9.0
White 495,984 72.1 447,779 63.9 -48,205 -24.6 548,222 74.2
Total 688,334 100.0 700,992 100.0 +12,658 +1.8 739,025 100.0

Note: Due to rounding, each column may not add to exactly 100.0 percent.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Backgrounds by Gender and Segment of Enrollment Among California's Public Colleges and Universities,

Women

1987

Total

1977.1987 1977

Percent
Percent of Number Change of

Number Category Change 1977 Base Number Category
Percent of

1987 1977.1987

Percent of Number
Number Category Change

Percent
Change of
1977 Base

8,493 1.3% -348 -3.9% 17,339 1.6% 15,131 1.3% -2,208 -12.7%
65,751 10.1 +36,281 +123.1 61,338 5.5 130,145 11.4 +68,807 +112.2
49,643 7.6 -11,654 -19.0 115,472 10.4 85,005 7.5 -30,467 -26.4
90,038 13.8 +33,457 +59.1 117,661 10.6 167,587 14.7 +49,926 +42.4

437,750 67.2 +8,672 +2.0 798,211 71.9 742,398 65.1 -55,813 -7.0
651,675 100.0 +66,408 +11.3 1,110,021 100.0 1,140,266 100.0 +30,245 +2.7

1,855 i..1 +710 +62.0 2,514 1.2 3,351 1.1 +837 +33.3
21,177 12.6 +13,311 +169.2 16,029 7.6 44,017 14.2 +27,988 +174.6
10,320 6.1 +2,226 +27.5 14,446 6.9 17,161 5.6 +2,715 +18.8
17,137 10.2 +9,769 +132.6 16,296 7.7 31,837 10.3 +15,541 +95.4

117,986 70.0 +36,900 +45.5 161,412 76.6 212,582 68.8 +51,170 +31.7
168,475 100.0 +62,916 +59.6 210,697 100.0 308,948 100.0 +98,251 +46.6

541 0.8 +268 +98.2 583 (1.5 1,027 0.7 +444 +76.2
13,189 18.9 +8,119 +160.1 11,105 10.4 27,394 19.3 +16,289 +146.7
3,707 5.3 +1,302 +54.1 4,486 4.2 6,321 4.5 +1,835 +40.9
6,23: 8.9 +3,838 +160.4 5,884 5.5 12,320 8.7 +6,436 +109.4

45,986 66.0 +7,928 +20.8 84,583 79.3 94,521 66.8 +9,938 +11.7
69,654 100.0 +21,455 +44.5 106,641 100.0 141,583 100.0 +34,942 +32.8

10,889 1.2 +630 + 6.1 20,436 1.4 19,509 1.2 -927 -4.5
100,117 11.3 +57,711 +136.1 88,472 6.2 201,556 12.7 +113,084 +127.8
63,670 7.2 -8,126 -11.3 134,404 9.4 108,487 6.8 -25,917 -19.3

113,406 12.7 +47,064 +70.9 139,841 9.8 211,744 13.3 +71,903 +51.4
601,722 67.6 +53,500 +9.8 1,044,206 73.2 1,049,501 66.0 +5,295 + 0.5
889,804 100.0 +150,779 +20.4 1,127.359 100.0 1,590,797 100.0 +163,438 +11.4

3



academic development of students. The extent to
which the programs and services designed and
managed by the staff are responsive to the chang-
ing needs of students affects their progress
through the institution.

The staff serves as the embodiment of careers in an
educational environment. The extent to which
staff is perceived positively may influence the de-
cisions of students to pursue careers in an aca-
demic establishment.

Taken together, the faculty and staff of educational
institutions create a milieu in which students devel-
op intellectually, socially, culturally, and politically.
The extent to which these milieux are hospitable,
welcoming, and supportive to students from diverse
backgrounds with a multiplicity of experiences may
influence profoundly the degree to which California
will develop economically, politically, and socially in
the future.

In order to meet the needs of the State, both in terms
of absolute numbers and diversification of the pro-
fessoriate and staff, an examination of its current
situation is essential. The information in this report
provides an analytic base from which to initiate
long-range planning projects as well as a means to
develop and identify successful and efficient strate-
gies to encourage students to pursue careers in aca-
demia.

Origins of the report

Pursuant to Education Code Section 66903.1 (AB
605, Hughes, 1985) and its predecessor (AB 105,
Hughet., 1977), the California Postsecondary
Education Commission reports biennially on the
representation and utilization of ethnic minorities
and women ..mong academic, administrative, and
other employees" in California public postsecondary
education (Appendix A, page 31). This report is the
fifth in the series that began in 1979. It provides
information on the gender, ethnic, and racial
composition of faculty and staff in the California
State University, the University of California, and
the California Community Colleges for the 1987-88
academic year.

The legislation directing the Commission to prepare
this series of reports requests the three public sys-

4

tems to provide information on the following aspects
of this topic:

Employment, classification. and compensation of
the faculty and staff by gender, ethnic, and racial
categories;

Patterns of utilization( f groups historically under-
represented among different job categories com-
pared with the availability of qualified members
of those groups for different job categories;

Specific results of affirmative action programs in
reducing the underrepresentation of specific
groups;

Identification of strengths and inadequacies of
current affirmative action programs, including in-
adequacies resulting from budgetary constraints.

Reports from the three systemwide offices provide
the basis for the Commission comments that are pre-
sented in this part of the report. Parts Two, Three.
and Four of the report reproduce those documents as
submitted.

Preparation of the report

Assembly Bill 605 directs the Commission to submit
its findings by March 1 every two years. The system-
wide offices urged the Commission to request of
Assemblywoman Hughes, the author of the legisla-
tion, an extension of the March 1 reporting deadline
to June 1. The Commission agreed to do so, with the
understanding that the segments would submit their
reports to the Commission by March 1 in order to
allow a thorough analysis of their data before the
Commission forwarded their reports to the Legisla-
ture. The Office of the Chancellor of the California
State r.,:niversity forwarded its report on March 28.
The Office of the President of the University of Cali-
fornia submitted its document on April 26. The
Chancellor's Office of the California Community
Colleges transmitted its report on May 23.

The Chancellor's Office provided the renuested in-
formation in the unique employment categories used
by California's Community Colleges. In terms of fac-
ulty, these categories are (1) Regular and Contract,
and (2) Temporary and Part Time. In terms of staff,
the categories are (1) Certificated Administrative,



(2) Professional, (3) Classified Administrative, and
(4) Classified Employees.

The State University and the University of Califor-
nia reported their information in the reporting
scheme developed by the Federal Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission (EEO) in its survey
form and its supplement referred to as EEO -6. A copy
of these forms is reproduced in Appendix B on pages
33-34 of this report along with the definitions em-
ployed by the federal government for the relevant
occupational sub-categories. For faculty, those cate-
gories are (1) Tenured, (2) Tenure-Track, and (3)
Other Faculty. Staff are categorized as (1) Execu-
tive/Administrative/Managerial, (2) Professional/ -
Non- Faculty (3) Secretarial/Clerical (4) Technical/ -
Paraprofessional, (5) Skilled Crafts, and (6) Other.

Limitations of the report

The Commission's report has several limitations:

1. It contains a retrospective analysis of trends in
the diversification of faculty and staff over the
last decade within the EEO occupational cate-
gories. Although these categories have been con-
sistent since 1977, collective bargaining agree-
ments reached in 1981 at the California State
University re-assigned staff whose positions were
designed as confidential to the Executive/Admin-
istrative/Managerial category. As a conse-
quence, interpretations of changes between 1977
and 1987 in this category for this system is sub-
ject to influence from this reclassification.

2. Each EEO occupational category is expansive.
Because of these large aggregations, there is
difficulty in determining and understanding the
nature of changes in institutional staffing pat-
terns during the last decade. For example, the
"Professional/Non-Faculty" category includes stu.
dent-service professionals, accountants, coaches,
and librarians -- a mixture of occupations that
appear -..:o have little in common.

3. Finally, the report analyzes progress in the diver-
sification of faculty and staff over the past de-
cade, but as it suggests on pages 25-26, further
examination is warranted in order to provide the
basis for discussing future policy questions that
are only suggested by these data.

Orgal :::.ation of the Commission's comments

On pages 7-24 of this report, the Commission identi-
fies changes in the composition of faculty and staff of
the State University, the University, and the Com-
munity Colleges and discusses their affirmative
action programs designed to increase faculty and
staff diversity.

On pages 25-26, the Commission offers five findings
from these data and provides recommendations on
the future reporting of information on the staff in
postsecondary education.

In the final section on pages 27-30, the Commission
presents a prospectus for a study of faculty diversifi-
cation that will analyze the factors related to diversi-
fication in a manner designed to expand future State
policy options in this area.

5



Composition of the Faculty and Staff
2 in Each of the Three Segments

THIS section of the report presents information on
the composition of the professoriate and staff of each
of the three public postsecondary segments for the
1987-88 academic year and offers comments on the
progress of each segment in designing and imple-
menting strategies and programs to achieve greater
diversity as the year 2000 approaches. It also dis-
plays the corresponding figures for the 1977-78 year
-- the first year that the categories presently in use
were established :I order to assess the extent to
which the composition: If these systems over the last
decade has become more diverse in terms of ethnici-
ty, race, and gender. The reports from the State Uni-
versity and the University reproduced later in this
document present information on the incremental
changes in the intervening years. However, the pre-
dominant patterns are most clear when viewed over
the span of the entire decade, as illustrated here.

Changes at the California State University

Over the last decade, the composition of the student
body of the California State University has become
more diverse, as shown in Display 1 on pages 2-3
above:

In 1977, less than 24 percent of the students at-
tending the State University were from American
Indian, Asian, Black, or Hispanic backgrounds;
last fall, over 31 percent were from those back-
grounds.

Although there was a numerical increase in each
racial-ethnic category, the growth in Asian and
Hispanic students is most noteworthy. The num-
ber of Asian students attending the State Univer-
sity nearly tripled, and their proportional repre-
sentation approximately doubled. While less pro-
nounced, the growth in the enrollment of students
from Hispanic backgrounds is notable: Their num-
ber nearly doubled during the decade, and their

proportional representation reached the 10 _per-
cent level.

In contrast, the proportion of students who are
from American Indian and Black backgrounds de-
creased over the last ten years.

The presence of women students in the State Uni-
versity increased in the last decade from 50.1 to
54.5 percent.

Progress among the faculty

Racial-ethnic composition: While solid advances have
been forthcoming in diversifying the student body of
the State University, progress in changing the racial
and ethnic composition of its academic workforce has
been considerably slower. Display 2 on pages 8-9 il-
lustrates the following changes that occurred from
1977 to 1987:

In 1977, American Indian, Asian, Black, and His-
panic faculty comprised 10.8 percent of the profes-
soriate; faculty from these backgrounds accounted
for 14.2 percent of the academic workforce in
1987. Each of these groups increased their nu-
merical representation in the professoriate, while
Asian and Hispanic faculty enhanced their pro-
portional representation in the total academic
workforce.

Within the tenured ranks, there was an increase
in the number and proportion of professors in each
ethnic-racial category except Caucasians, whose
proportional representation declined from 91 per-
cent to 87.3 percent over the last ten years.

Within the tenure-track category, there was an
increase of 125 positions. Faculty from Asian, His-
panic, and Caucasian backgrounds experienced
growth in this rank, with the numerical and pro-
portional representation of Asians far outstrip-
ping the growth in other ethnic-racial categories.
The proportional representation of Black faculty
in this category decreased by nearly one-half,

7



DISPLAY 2 Number and Percent of Full-Time Faculty by Category, Gender, and Racial-

Men

1977 1987 1977-1987 1977

Occupational
Category Number

Percent of
Category Number

Percent of
Category

Number
Change

Percent
Change of
1977 Base Number

Percent
Category

Tenured Faculty

American Indian 20 0.3% 31 0.4% +11 +55.0% 3 0.2%
Asian 364 5.1 478 6.9 +114 +31.3 52 3.5
Black 127 1.8 163 2.3 +36 +28.3 45 3.1
Hispanic 146 2.0 224 3.2 +78 +53.4 27 1.8
White 6,540 90.9 6,056 87.1 -484 -7.4 1,343 91.4
Total 7,197 100.0 6,952 100.0 -245 -3.4 1,470 100.0

Tenure Track Faculty

American Indian 9 0.8 4 0.4 -5 -55.6 3 0.6
Asian 69 5.8 163 14.3 +94 +136.2 28 5.7
Black 63 5.3 35 3.1 -28 -44.4 43 8.8
Hispanic 58 4.8 62 5.4 +4 +6.9 30 6.1
White 998 83.4 874 76.8 -124 -12.4 386 78.8
Total 1,197 100.0 1,138 100.0 -59 -4.9 490 100.0

Other Faculty

American Indian 7 0.7 1 0.1 -6 -85.7 5 1.2
Asian 52 5.2 69 9.5 +17 +32.7 10 2.3
Black 35 3.5 19 2.6 -16 -45.7 11 2.6
Hispanic 48 4.8 32 4.4 -16 -33.3 20 4.7
White 855 85.8 605 83.3 -250 -29.2 382 89.3
Total 997 100.0 726 100.0 -271 -27.2 428 100.0

Total Faculty

American Indian 36 0.4 36 0.4 0 0.0 11 0.5
Asian 485 5.2 710 8.1 +225 +46.4 90 3.8
Black 225 2.4 217 2.5 -8 -3.6 99 4.1
Hispanic 252 2.7 318 3.6 +66 +26.2 77 3.2
White 8,393 89.4 7,535 85.5 -858 -10.2 2,111 88.4
Total 9,391 100.0 8,816 100.0 -575 -6.1 2,388 100.0

Note: Due to rounding, each column may not add to exactly 100.0 percent.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Ethnic Background at the California State University, Fall 1977 and Fall 1987

Women Total

1987 1977-1987 1977 1987 1977-198'7

Percent Percent
Percent of Number Change of Percent of Percent of Number Change of

Number Category Change 1977 Base Numl-Ar Category Number Category Change 1977 Base

9 0.5% +6 +200.0% 23 0.3% 40 0.5% +17 +73.9%
87 5.0 +35 +67.3 416 4.8 565 6.5 +149 +35.8
59 3.4 +14 +31.1 172 2.0 222 2.6 +50 +29.1
56 3.2 +29 +107.4 173 2.0 280 3.2 +107 +61.8

1,522 87.8 +179 +13.3 7,883 91.0 7,578 87.3 -305 -3.9
1,733 100.0 +263 +17.9 8,667 100.0 8,685 100.0 +18 +0.2

5 0.7 +2 +66.7 12 0.7 9 0.5 -3 -25.0
42 6.2 +14 +50.0 97 5.7 205 11.3 +108 +111.3
31 4.6 -12 -27.9 106 6.3 66 3.6 -40 -37.7
32 4.7 +2 +6.7 88 5.2 94 5.2 +6 +6.8

564 83.7 +178 +46.1 1,384 82.0 1,438 79.4 +54 +3.9
674 100.0 +184 +37.6 1,687 100.0 1,812 100.0 +125 +7.4

4 0.8 -1 -20.0 12 0.8 5 0.4 -7 -58.3
23 4.5 +13 -130.0 62 4.5 92 7.5 +30 +48.4
19 3.7 +8 +72.7 46 3.2 38 3.1 -8 -17.4
20 3.9 0 0.0 68 4.8 52 4.2 -16 -23.5

442 87.0 +60 +15.7 1,237 86.8 1,047 84.8 -190 -15.4
508 100.0 +80 +18.7 1,425 100.0 1,234 100.0 -191 -13.4

18 0.6 +7 +63.6 47 0.4 54 0.5 +7 +14.9
152 5.2 +62 +68.9 575 4.9 862 7.3 +287 +49.9
109 3.7 +10 +10.1 324 2.8 326 2.8 +2 +0.6
108 3.7 +31 +40.3 329 2.8 426 3.6 +97 +29.5

2,528 86.7 +417 +19.8 10,504 89.2 10,063 85.8 -441 -4.2
2,915 100.0 +527 +22.1 11,779 100.0 11,731 100.0 -48 -0.4
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from 6.3 percent to 3.6 percent during this time
period.

While there was an overall decrease of 191 non-
ladder faculty positions at the State University,
since 1977, both the number and proportion of
Asians increased in this category.

Gender composition: In terms of the presence of
women among the faculty in the State University,
Display 2 indicates that positive changes have
occurred:

In the total academic workforce, the percentage of
women has increased from 20.3 to 24.8 percent
since 1977. The number of women in each ethnic-
racial group grew, with Caucasian women experi-
encing the greatest numerical growth, although
their proportional representation declined slight-
ly among women faculty.

Women occupied 17 percent of the tenured profes-
sorships in 1977 and 20 percent in 1987. The
number of women in each racial-ethnic category
increased, with the number of Caucasian women
growing most dramatically. However, the propor-
tional representation among women professors of
Caucasians declined from 91.4 percent to 87.8
over the last decade.

In the tenure-track rank, the proportional rep-
resentation of women grew from 29 percent to
37.2 percent since 1977. The number of women in
all racial-ethnic categories, with the exception of
Black females, increased.

The proportion of womn in the non-ladder ranks
grew from 30 percent to 41.2 percent over the last
ten years, with Asian, Black, and Caucasian wom-
en sharing in this growth pattern. While Cauca-
sian women experienced the largest numerical
increase, their proportional representation de-
clined.

Progress among the staff

Racial-ethnic composition: The staff of the State
University has diversified ethnically and racially
over the last decade, as demonstrated in Display 3 on
pages 12-13:

In 1977, nearly 26 percent of the total staff work-
force was from American Indian, Asian, Black, or
Hispanic backgrounds, compared to 31.5 percent
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in 1987. All racial-ethnic groups except Cauca-
sians experienced growth in their numerical
representation over the last decade, with the
largest increases in the number and proportion of
Asian and Hispanic staff members.

For the Executive/Administrative/Managerial
classification, staff in all racial-ethnic categories
increased their numerical representation in the
workforce, although this change is accounted for,
to some extent, by the reclassification of positions
carrying the confidential designation to this cate-
gory in 1981. While the number of Caucasian
staff in this category showed the most growth, the
proportional representation of American Indian,
Asian, Black, and Hispanic staff each more than
doubled. As a consequence, these groups together
increased their representation from 8.5 percent in
1977 to 20.6 percent in 1987.

In the Professional/Non-Faculty category, the
trend noted above, although less striking, was
repeated. Each racial-ethnic category numerical-
ly increased; proportionally, the combined pres-
ence of American Indian, Asian, Black, and His-
panic staff accounted for 26.7 percent of the clas-
sification in contrast to 20.1 percent in 1977.

In the Secretarial/Clerical category, substantive
numerical gains were noted only for Hispanic
staff. However, because of the dramatic decline in
the number of Caucasian staff in this classifica-
tion, American Indian, Asian, and Black staff evi-
denced a proportional increase.

In the Technical/Paraprofessional classification,
all racial-ethnic groups increased their numbers
and only the proportional representation of Cau-
casians declined.

Gender composition: Display 3 provides evidence
that progress has been achieved with regard to
greater representation of women in the staff work-
force of the State University:

The proportion of women in the total staff work-
force increased from 53.2 to 56.3 percent since
1977, with the number of women in every racial-
ethnic category increasing. Only Caucasian wom-
en declined in proportional representation in the
total staff workforce.

There has been a dramatic growth in the number
and proportion of women in the Executive/Ad-
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ministrative/Managerial classification, which is
attributable, in large measure, to the reclassifi-
cation discussed above. In 1977, less than 8 per-
cent of staff in this classification were women,
compared to 34.5 percent in 1987. While Cauca-
sian women experienced the largest numerical
growth, the comparative growth in the number of
American Indian, Asian, Black, and Hispanic
women is striking. In 1977, only seven women
from these racial-ethnic categories were in this
classification; by 1987, there were 176 of these
women in the Executive classification.

The trend noted above, albeit less pronounced, is
noted in the Professional/Non-Faculty classifica-
tion. The proportion of women in this classifica-
tion grew from 42.3 to 55.7 percent, with women
in each racial-ethnic category increasing in num-
ber. Asian and Hispanic women improved their
representation among women in this category,
while the opposite was true for Black women.

In the remaining classifications, women increased
their proportional representation: In the Secre-
tarial/Clerical category, the proportion of women
increased from 91.7 to 93.7; in the Technical/Para-
professional category, the percentage of women
grew from 45.8 to 54.2; and, for the "Other Staff'
category, the proportion of women expanded from
15 to 19 percent. In each classification, the pro-
portion of 'Caucasian women decreased and the
percentage of Asian and Hispanic women grew to
the greatest extent.

Status of programs to diversify the faculty

Utilizing institutional and State resources, the State
University has developed and implemented two pro-
grams designed to attract, retain, and promote indi-
viduals from groups underrepresented on postsec-
ondary faculties:

Forgivable LoarzIDoctoral Incentive Programs: Be-
gun in 1987, 60 students are participating in this
program that identifies students in doctoral pro-
grams to receive loans in the amount of up to

$10,000 per year for three years to facilitate com-
pletion of their dissertations. Upon receiving the
doctorate, 20 percent of the loan is forgiven each
year if the recipient becomes a faculty member at
the State University.

Affirmative Action Faculty Development Program:
This program provides resources for research, pub-
lications, and release time to junior faculty in or-
der to facilitate their retention and promotion.
During the past ten years, over 1,600 awards have
been provided through this program, and 80 per-
cent of the participants have remained faculty
members at the State University.

Status of programs to diversify the staff

The State University has initiated two programs to
increase the number of staff from underrepresented
backgrounds who are retained and promoted in the
system:

Administrative Fellows Program: Since 1978, ten
faculty and staff members per year who have in-
dicated an interest in pursuing an administrative
career were invited to participate in this program.
Among the program activities are the develop-
ment of mentorships with senior administrators
and participation in administrative training
workshops. Of the past participants, 62 percent
have been promoted within the administrative
ranks.

Disabled Employees Assistive Device Program: De-
signed to encourage the employment, retention,
and promotion of disabled faculty and staff, this
program provides special equipment and assis-
tance services to meet the unique needs of disa-
bled people. Approximately 200 faculty and staff
each year receive services through this program
that enables them to participate more fully in the
academy.
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DISPLAY 3 Number and Percent of Full-Time Staff by Category, Gender, and Racial-

Men
1977 1987 1977-1987 1977

Occupational Percent of
Category Number Category Number

Percent of
Category

Number
Chan e

Percent
Change of
1977 Ease Number

Percent
Category

Executive/Administrative/Managerial
American Indian 0 0.0% 5 0.3% +5 n/a 0 0.0%
Asian 8 1.8 59 3.9 +51 +637.5% 1 2.6
Black 14 3.2 137 9.0 +123 +878.6 5 13.2
Hispanic 12 2.7 104 6.8 +92 +766.7 1 2.6
White 408 92.3 1,222 80.0 +814 +199.5 31 81.6
Total 442 100.0 1,527 100.0 4-1,085 +245.5 38 100.0

Professional/Non-Faculty
American Indian 16 1.1 12 0.8 -4 -25.0 6 0.5
Asian 63 4.1 111 7.7 +48 +76.2 68 6.1
Black 116 7.6 131 9.0 4-15 +12.9 99 8.8
Hispanic 113 7.4 142 9.8 +29 +25.7 51 4.5
White 1,215 79.8 1,052 72.7 -163 -13.4 897 80.0
Total 1,523 100.0 1,448 100.0 -75 -4.9 1,121 100.0

SecretariaL'Clerical
American Indian 8 1.8 3 1.0 -5 -62.5 24 0.5
Asian 27 5.9 32 11.9 +5 +18.5 302 6.0
Black 63 13.8 42 15.6 -21 -33.3 392 7.8
Hispanic 47 10.3 39 14.5 -8 -17.0 505 10.1
White 310 68.1 153 56.9 -157 -50.6 3,794 75.6
Total 455 100.0 269 100.0 -186 -40.9 5,017 100.0

Technical/Paraprofessional
American Indian 5 0.4 10 0.8 +5 +100.0 4 0.4
Asian 63 5.1 119 9.0 +56 +88.9 67 6.4
Black 61 5.0 83 6.3 +22 +36.1 55 5.3
Hispanic 68 5.5 107 8.1 4-39 +57.4 43 4.1
White 1,034 84.0 1,005 75.9 -29 -2.8 871 83.8
Total 1,231 100.0 1,324 100.0 +93 +7.6 1,040 100.0

Other Staff
American Indian 34 1.1 30 1.4 -4 -11.8 6 1.1
Asian 222 7.0 214 9.6 -8 -3.6 26 4.6
Black 509 16.0 352 15.8 -157 -30.8 165 29.4
Hispanic 492 15.5 480 21.6 -12 -2.4 57 10.2
White 1,924 60.5 1,145 51.6 -779 -37.4 307 54.7
Total 3,181 100.0 2,221 100.0 -960 -30.2 561 100.0

Total Staff
American Indian 63 0.9 60 0.9 -3 -4.8 40 0.5
Asian 383 5.6 535 7.9 +152 +39.7 464 6.0
Black 763 11.2 745 11.0 -18 -2.4 716 9.2
Hispanic 732 10.7 872 12.8 +140 +19.1 657 8.4
White 4,891 71.6 4,577 67.4 -314 -6.4 5,900 75.9
Total 6,832 100.0 6,789 100.0 -43 -0.6 7,777 100.0

Note: Due to rounding, each column may not add to exactly 100.0 percent.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Ethnic Background at the California State University, Fall 1977 and Fall 1987

Women Total
1987 1977-1987 1977 1987 1977-1987

Number
Percent of
Category

Number
Change

Percent
Change of
1977 Base

Percent of
Number Category Number

Percent of
Category

Percent
Number Change of
Change 1977 Base

9 1.0% +9 n/a .0 0.0% 14 0.6% +14 n/a
51 6.3 +50 +5000.0% .9 1.9 110 4.7 +101 +1122.2%
73 9.1 +68 +1360.0 19 4.0 210 9.0 +191 +1005.3
43 5.3 +42 +4200.0 13 fs.7 147 6 3 +134 +1030.8

630 78.2 +599 +1932.3 439 91.5 1,852 79.4 +1,413 +321.9
806 100.0 +768 +2021.0 480 100.0 2,333 100.0 +1,853 +386.0

14 0.8 +8 +133.3 22 0.8 26 0.8 +4 +18.2
169 9.3 +101 +148.5 131 5.0 280 8.6 +149 +113.7
138 7.6 +39 +39.4 215 8.1 269 8.2 +54 +25.1
158 8.7 +107 +209.8 164 6.2 300 9.2 +136 +82.9

1,345 73.7 +448 +49.9 2,112 79.9 2,397 73.3 +285 +13.5
1,824 100.0 +703 +62.7 2,644 100.0 3,272 100.0 +628 +23.8

29 0.7 +5 +20.8 32 0.6 32 0.7 0 0

295 7.3 -7 -2.3 329 6.0 327 7.6 -2 -0.6
382 9.5 -10 -2.6 455 8.3 424 9.9 -31 -6.8
576 14.3 +71 +14.1 552 10.1 615 14.3 +63 +11.4

2,744 68.2 -1,050 -27,7 4,104 75.0 2,897 67.5 -1,207 -29.4
4,026 100.0 -991 -19.8 5,472 100.0 4,295 100.0 -1,177 -21.5

16 1.0 +12 +300.0 9 0.4 26 0.9 +17 +188.9
138 8.8 +71 +104.4 130 5.7 257 8.9 +127 +97.7
137 8.8 +82 +149.1 116 5.1 220 7.6 +104 +89.7
152 9.7 +109 +253.5 111 4.9 259 9.0 +148 +133.3

1,122 71.7 +251 +28.8 1,905 83.9 2,127 73.6 +222 +11.7
1,565 100.0 +525 +50.5 2,271 100.0 2,889 100.0 -618 +27.2

2 0.4 -4 -66.7 40 1.1 32 1.2 -8 -20.0
40 7.7 +14 +53.8 248 6.6 254 9.3 4-6 +2.4

153 29.3 -12 -7.3 674 18.0 505 18.4 -169 -25.1
101 19.3 +44- +77.2 549 14.7 581 21.2 +32 +5.8
226 43.3 -81 -26.4 2,231 59.6 1,371 50.0 -860 -38.5
522 100.0 -39 -7.0 3,742 100.0 2,743 100.0 -999 -26.7

70 0.8 +30 +75.0 103 0.7 130 0.8 +27 +26.2
693 7.9 +229 +49.4 847 5.8 1,228 7.9 +381 +45.0
883 10.1 +167 +23.2 1,479 10.1 1,628 10.5 +149 +10.1

1,030 11.8 +373 +56.8 1,389 9.5 1,902 12.2 +513 +36.9
6,067 69.4 +167 +2.8 10,791 73.9 10,644 68.5 -147 -1.4
8,743 100.0 +966 +12.4 14,609 100,0 15,532 100.0 +923 +6.3
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Changes at the University of California

Over the last decade, the University of California
has made significant progress in diversifying its stu-
dent body, particularly at the undergraduate level,
as Display 1 earlier illustrated:

In 1977, slightly more than 20 percent of its stu-
dents were from American Indian, Asian, Black,
or Hispanic backgrounds. In the fall of 1987, ap-
proximately one-third of its students were from
these backgrounds.

The extent of diversity is evident by the increase
in the number and percentage of students from
each of these categories attending the University,
with more than a doubling of the enrollments of
Asian and Hispanic students in the system.

The percentage of women at the University has
increased in the last ten years by 4 percent to
nearly half of the student body.

Progress among the faculty

Racial-ethnic composition: While less significant
than the progress evidenced in diversification of the
student body, the University has made slow
advances in diversifying its faculty racially and
ethnically, as shown in Display 4 on pages 16-17:

The total academic workforce became more di-
verse in the last ten years. In 1977, American
Indian, Asian, Black, and Hispanic faculty com-
prised less than 12 percent of the academic work-
force. In Fall 1987, 14.4 percent of the faculty
were from these backgrounds. This growth is ex-
clusively due to the increase in the number of
Asian and Hispanic faculty, since the number of
Black faculty declined in the last decade.

In the tenured ranks, while the number of Cauca-
sians increased substantially, the number and
proportion of American Indian, Asian, Black, and
Hispanic faculty also increased. By 1984, these
groups comprised nearly 11 percent of the tenured
faculty category in contrast to their combined pro-
portion of 8 percent in 1977.

On the other hand, the tenure-track classification
showed the opposite trend. While the number of
tenure-track positions at the University declined
overall since 1977, the representation of Ameri-
can Indian and Black individuals in this category

suffered a disproportionate decrease. The propor-
tional decline in Hispanic faculty at this level was
slightly below that for the University as a whole.
The representation of Asians in the tenure-track
categorization experienced a 72.4 percent growth
in the last ten years.

In the "Other Faculty" category that is comprised
of all non-ladder positions, the number of these
slots decreased overall at the University, with the
percentage of American Indian and Black instruc-
tors declining disproportionately. Both Asian and
Hispanic representation in this category increas-
ed in the last decade.

Gender composition: In terms of the representation
of women on the faculty, Display 4 presents figures
indicating that the status of women has improved to
some extent at the University:

Overall, women now comprise 22.5 percent of the
academic workforce in contrast to 17.8 percent in
1977. Increases in the number of Caucasian wom-
en; and to a less extent Asian and Hispanic fe-
males, accounted for the overall progress of wom-
en.

In the ranks of tenured faculty, the number of
Amen in all racial-ethnic categories more than
doubled over the last decade, with Asian women
experiencing better than a triple-fold increase.

There was a slight decline in the number of ten-
ure-track positions occupied by women in the Uni-
versity since 1977. Most of that decline occurred
for Caucasian women. However, this decline was
substantially less than the overall reduction of
these positions resulting in an increased represen-
tation of women in this category. The number of
positions filled by Asian and Hispanic women ac-
tually increased over the decade.

The "Other Faculty" category evidenced an over-
all increase for women of 15.4 percent, with the
majority of the numerical growth in the Cau-
casian category but high proportional growth
evidenced among Asian and Hispanic women.

Progress among the staff

Racial-ethnic composition: The staff workforce of
the University has diversified over the last ten years
in terms of the representation of individuals from
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various racial-ethnic categories, as Display 5 on
pages 18-19 illustrates:

In 1977, 30 percent of the staff workforce was
composed of individuals from American Indian,
Asian, Black, and Hispanic backgrounds. Ten
years later, over 34 percent of the staf: were from
those backgrounds. While the number of individ-
uals from each racial-ethnic category grew, with
Caucasians experiencing the greatest numerical
increase of 5,150, proportionally the representa-
tion of Caucasians declined over the last decade.
The proportion of staff who were Asian and
Hispanic increased the most.

Changes in the staff categories of Executive/Ad-
ministrative/Managerial and Professional/Non-
Faculty are consistent with most of the overall
staff trends in which the representation of indi-
viduals in the workforce from American Indian,
Asian, Black, and Hispanic backgrounds in-
creased numerically and proportionally. Propor-
tional growth was most striking in the Asian and
Hispanic staff workforce.

The number and proportion of American Indian,
Asian, Black, and Hispanic individuals in the Sec-
retarial/Clerical classification grew since 1977,
with the Asian and Hispanic categories experi-
encing the largest proportional increase and Cau-
casian representation declining.

In terms of all other staff classifications, Cauca-
sians continued to be the numerical majority, al-
though their proportional representation declined
over the last decade. Proportionally, a similar
trend was evidenced among Black staff. Asian
and Hispanic staff increased in their numerical
and proportional representation in this classifica-
tion as well.

Gender composition: Display 5 provides evidence that
progress toward greater representation of women on
the staff is occurring in the University:

The number of women in the staff workforce in-
creased by 7,691 in the last decade, while their
percentage grew by 1.5 percent to 65.7.

There were 771 more women in the Executive/-
Administrativea. lanagerial classification in 1987,
than in 1977, which represents growth from 28.6
percent to over 46 percent. While the numerical
growth was greatest among Caucasian women,

each racial-ethnic category evidenced an increase
-- resulting in a proportionally more diverse mix
of top women administrators.

A similar trend was observed within the Profes-
sional/Non-Faculty classification, with the propor-
tion of women increasing from 64.3 to 69.3 percent
in the last decade. Caucasian women increased
their numbers substantially, although all ethnic
categories of women experienced growth. As a
consequence, increasingly more diversity was ob-
served among women in this category in 1987
than in 1977.

More even division among men and women was
evident in the Secretarial/Clerical classification
in 1987 than in 1977. The proportion of women
declined from 86.5 to 83.6 percent, although the
number of females increased by 1,885 in compari-
son to 944 for men. There was a numerical and
proportional increase among all categories of men
and women, except Caucasian women, in this
classification.

The proportion of women in the Technical/Para-
professional and "Other Staff" classifications de-
clined. However, women staff in these classifica-
tions became a more diverse group as the propor-
tion of American Indian, Asian, Black and His-
panic females increased in both categories. On
the other hand, the number and proportion of
Black and Caucasian women declined in these
categories over the last decade.

Status of programs to diversify the faculty

Utilizing institutional and State resources, the Uni-
versity has designed and implemented a set of pro-
grams whose combined goal is to increase the num-
ber of tenured professors from backgrounds histori-
cally underrepresented in the academy. To achieve
this goal, the programs are interwoven through the
"pipeline" concept The first program is directed at
students in the junior year of undergraduate school,
and the final program in the pipeline is geared to-
ward faculty one year from the start of the tenure
appraisal process. A brief description of these pro-
grams follows:

Graduate Outreach: Recruitment efforts at the
University, State University, and out-of-state in-
stitutions have encouraged and prepared 76 un-
dergraduates to engage in the highly selective
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DISPLAY 4 Number and Percent of Full-Time Faculty by Category, Gender, and

Nfen

1977 1987 1977.1987 1977

Occupational
Category

Percent of
Number Category Number

Percent of
Category

Number
Change

Percent
Change of
1977 Base Number

Percent
Category

Tenured Faculty

American Indian 12 0.2% 13 0.2% +1 +8.3% 1 0.3%
Asian 216 4.5 312 5.8 +96 +44.4 10 2.9
Black 59 1.2 90 1.7 +31 +52.5 8 2.3
Hispanic 83 1.7 150 2.8 +67 +80.7 11 3.2
White 4,431 92.3 4,856 89.6 +425 +9.6 313 91.3
Total 4,801 100.0 5,421 100.0 +620 +12.9 ?43 100.0

Tenure Track Faculty

American Indian 6 0.5 1 0.1 -5 -83.3 4 1.2
Asian 58 5.0 104 13.7 +46 +79.3 18 5.4
Black 40 3.5 11 1.4 -29 -72.5 15 4.5
Hispanic 63 5.5 39 5.1 -24 -38.1 14 4.2
White 983 85.5 605 79.6 -378 -38.5 285 84.8
Total 1,150 100.0 760 100.0 -390 -33.9 336 100.0

Other Faculty

American Indian 25 0.5 4 0.1 -21 -84.0 10 0.6
Asian 434 8.7 528 12.7 +94 +2L7 148 8.7
Black 84 1.7 48 1.2 -36 -42.9 69 4.1
Hispanic 113 2.3 121 2.9 +8 +7.1 44 2.6
White 4,355 86.9 3,458 83.1 -897 -20.6 1,427 84.0
Total 5,011 100.0 4,159 100.0 -852 -17.0 1,698 100.0

Total Faculty

American Indian 43 0.4 18 0.2 -25 -58.1 15 0.6
Asian 708 6.5 944 9.1 +236 +33.3 176 7.4
Black 183 1.7 149 1.4 -34 -18.6 92 3.9
Hispanic 259 2.4 310 3.0 +51 +19.7 69 2.9
White 9,769 89.1 8,919 86.3 -850 -8.7 2,025 85.2
Total 10,962 100.0 10,340 100.0 -622 -5.7 2,377 100.0

Note: Due to rounding, each column may not add to exactly 100.0 percent.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Racial-Ethnic Background at the University of California, Fall 1977 and Fall 1987

Women Total

1987 1977-1987 1977 1987 1977-1987

Percent Percent
Percent of Number Change of Percent of Percent of Number Change of

Number Category Change 1977 Base Number Category Number Category Change 1977 Base

3 0.4% +2 +200.0% 13 0.3% 16 0.3% +3 +23.1%
36 5.0 +26 +260.0 226 4.4 348 5.7 +122 +54.0
16 2.2 +8 +100.0 67 1.3 106 1.7 +39 +58.2
29 4.0 +18 +163.6 94 1.8 179 2.9 +85 +90.4

640 88.4 +327 +104.5 4,744 92.2 5,496 89.4 +752 +15.9
724 100.0 +381 +111.1 5,144 100.0 6,145 100.0 +1001 +19.5

0 0.0 -4 -100.0 10 0.7 1 t).1 -9 -90.0
27 8.7 +9 +50.0 76 5.1 131 12.2 +55 +72.4
13 4.2 -2 -13.3 55 3.7 24 2.2 -31 -56.4
19 6.1 +5 +35.7 77 5.2 58 5.4 -19 -24.7

253 81.1 -32 -11.2 1,268 85.3 858 80.0 -410 -32.3
312 100.0 -24 -7.1 1,486 100.0 1,072 100.0 -414 -27.9

6 0.3 -4 -40.0 35 0.5 10 0.2 -25 -71.4
223 11.4 +75 +50.7 582 8.7 751 12.3 +169 +29.0

61 3.1 -8 -11.6 153 2.3 109 1.8 -44 -28.8
61 3.1 +17 +38.6 157 2.3 182 3.0 +25 +15.9

1,608 82.1 +181 +12.7 5,782 86.2 5,066 82.8 -716 -12.4
1,959 100.0 +261 +15.4 6,709 10P 6,118 100.0 -591 -8.8

9 0.3 -6 -40.0 58 0.4 27 0.2 -31 -53.4
286 9.5 +110 +62.5 884 6.6 1,230 9.2 +346 +39.1

90 3.0 -2 -2.2 275 2.1 239 1.8 -36 -13.1

109 3.6 +40 +58.0 328 2.5 419 3.1 +91 +27.7
2,501 83.5 +476 +23.5 11,794 88.4 11,420 85.6 -374 -3.2
2,995 100.0 +618 +26.0 13,339 100.0 13,335 100.0 .4 +0.0
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DISPLAY 5 Number and Percent of Staff by Category, Gender, and Racial-

Men
1977 1987 1977.1987 1977

Occupational
Category NumtI r

Percent of
Category

Percent of
Number Category

Number
Change

Percent
Change of
1977 Base Number

Percent
Category

Executive/Administrative/Managerial
American Indian 2 0.2% 3 0.2% +1 +50.0% 0 0.0%
Asian 23 2.1 52 3.7 +29 +126.1 7 1.6
Black 63 5.7 75 5.4 +12 +19.0 26 5.8
Hispanic 30 2.7 62 4.4 +32 +106.7 6 1.3
White 997 89.4 1,205 86.3 +208 +20.9 408 91.3
Total 1,115 100.0 1,397 100.0 +282 +25.3 447 100.0

Professional/Non-Faculty
American Indian 21 0.5 17 0.3 -4 49.0 29 0.4
Asian 401 9.3 682 12.1 +281 +70.1 938 12.1
Black 199 4.6 286 5.1 +87 +43.7 340 4.4
Hispanic 186 4.3 318 5.7 +132 +71.0 220 2.8
White 3,508 81.3 4,322 76.8 +814 +23.2 6,240 80.3
Total 4,315 100.0 5,625 100.0 +1,310 +30.4 7,767 100.0

Secretarial/Clerical
American Indian 12 0.5 20 0.6 +8 +66.7 115 0.8
Asian 180 8.1 405 12.8 +225 +125.0 1,014 7.1
Black 334 15.1 415 13.1 +81 +24.3 1,699 12.0
Hispanic 265 12.0 395 12.5 +130 +49.1 1,213 8.5
White 1,423 64.3 1,923 60.9 +500 -35.1 10,147 71.5
Total 2,214 100.0 3,158 100.0 +944 +42.6 14,188 100.0

Technical/Paraprofessional
American Indian 16 0.6 13 0.5 -3 -18.8 20 0.7
Asian 191 7.6 370 12.9 +179 +93.7 197 7.0
Black 317 12.6 359 12.5 +42 +13.2 626 22.1
Hispanic 190 7.5 272 9.5 +82 +43.2 285 10.1
White 1,803 71.6 1,849 64.6 +46 +2.6 1,706 60.2
Total 2,517 100.0 2,863 100.0 +346 +13.7 2,834 100.0

Other Staff
American Indian 54 1.0 57 1.1 +3 +5.6 13 0.7
Asian 270 5.4 518 10.1 +248 +91.9 98 5.0
Black 1,178 23.7 1,110 21.6 -68 -5.3 895 45.9
Hispanic 731 14.7 1,040 20.3 +309 +42.3 273 14.0
White 2,745 55.1 2,403 46.9 -342 -12.5 669 34.3
Total 4,978 100.0 5,128 100.0 +150 +3.0 1,948 100.0

Total Staff
American Indian 105 0.7 110 0.6 +5 +4.8 177 0.7
Asian 1,065 7.0 2,027 11.2 +962 +90.3 2,254 8.3
Black 2,091 13.8 2f...5 12.4 +154 + 7 4 3.586 13.2
Hispanic 1,402 9.3 2,087 11.5 +685 +46..9 1,997 7.3
White 10,476 69.2 11,702 64.4 +1,226 +11.7 19,170 70.5
Total 15,139 100.0 18,171 100.0 +3,032 +20.0 27,184 100.0

Note: Due to rounding, each column may not add to exactly 100.0 percent.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Ethnic Background at the University of California, Fall 1977 and Fall 1987

Women Total
1587 1977.1987 1977 1987 1977.1987

Number
Percent of
Category

Number
Change

Percent
Change of
1977 Base

Percent of
Number Category, Number

Percent of
Category_

Number
Change

Percent
Change of
1977 Base

9 0.7% +9 nta. 2 0.1% 12 0.5% +10 +500.0%
47 3.9 +40 +571.4% 30 1.9 99 3.8 +69 +230.0
82 6.7 +56 +215.4 89 5.7 157 6.0 +68 .+76.4
41 3.4 +35 +583.3 36 2.3 103 3.9 +67 +186.1

1,039 85.3 +631 +154.7 1,405 89.9 2,244 85.8 +839 +59.7
1,218 100.0 +771 +172.5 1,562 100.0 2,615 100.0 +1,053 +67.4

57 0.4 +28 +96.6 50 0.4 74 0.4 +24 +48.0
1,864 14.7 +926 +98.7 1,339 11.1 2,546 13.9 +1,207 +90.1

650 5.1 +310 +91.2 539 4.5 936 5.1 +3:7 .-73.7
549 4.4 +329 +149.5 406 3.4 867 4.7 +461 +113.5

9,549 75.4 +3,309 +53.0 '9,748 80.7 13,871 75.8 +4,123 +42.3
12,669 100.0 -p.4,902 +63.1 12,082 100.0 18,294 100.0 +6,212 +51.4

134 0.8 +19 +16.5 127 0.8 154 0.8 +27 +21.3
1,598 9.9 +584 +57.6 1,194 7.3 2.003 10.4 +809 +67.8
2,208 13.7 +509 +30.0 2,033 12.4 2,623 13.6 +590 +29.0
1,897 11.8 +684 r56.4 1,478 9.0 2,292 11.9 +814 +55.1

10,236 63.7 +89 +0.9 11,570 70.5 12,159 63 2 +589 +5.1
16,073 100.0 +1,885 +13.3 16,402 100.0 19,231 100.0 +2,829 +17.2

29 1.0 +9 +45.0 36 0.7 42 0.7 +6 +16.7
441 14.6 +244 +123.9 388 7.3 811 13.8 +423 +109.0
535 17.7 -91 -14.5 943 17.6 894 15.2 -49 -5.2
337 11.2 +52 +18.2 475 8.9 609 10.4 +134 +28.2

1,679 55.6 -27 -1.6 3,509 65.6 3,528 60.0 +19 +0.5
3,021 100.0 +187 +6.6 5,351 100.0 5,884 100.0 +533 +10.0

12 0.6 -1 -7.7 67 1.0 69 1.0 +2 4-3.0

256 13.5 -158 +161.2 368 5.3 774 11.0 +406 +110.3
622 32.8 -273 -30.5 2,073 29.9 1,732 24.7 -341 -16.4
413 21.8 +140 +51.3 1,004 14.5 1,453 20.7 +449 +44.7
591 31.2 -78 -11.7 3,414 49.3 2,994 42.6 -420 -12.3

1,894 100.0 -54 -2.3 6,926 100.0 7.022 100.0 +96 + 1.4

241 0.7 +64 +36.2 282 0.7 351 0.7 +69 +24.5
4,206 12.1 +1,952 +86.6 3,319 7.8 6,233 11.8 + 2,914 +87.8
4,097 11.6 +511 +14.2 5,677 13.4 6,342 12.0 +665 +11.7
3,237 9.3 +1,240 +62.1 3.399 8.0 5,324 10.0 +1,925 +56.6

23,094 66.2 +3,924 +20.5 29,646 70.0 34,796 C5.6 +5,150 +17.1
34,875 100.0 +7,691 +28.3 42.323 100.0 53,046 100.0 +10,723 +25.3

r)
1.)
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process of gaining admission to the academic
graduate programs of the University through a
summer internship experience.

Research Assistantship/Mentors hip Program:
Once admitted, 50 graduate students each year
receive financial support and mentoring from
University faculty in order to gain advanced
research experience prior to the initiation of their
dissertatic.r study.

Dissertation-Year Fellowships: Upon advance-
ment to candidacy, approximately 30 students
each year receive a $12,000 stipend to complete
their dissertations, at which time their curricu-
lum vitae are distributed to University campuses
selecting new faculty.

President's Fellowships: Support for post-doctoral
study and research are available to approximate-
ly 100 promising scholars who intend to pursue
academic careers upon doctoral completion.

Targets of Opportunity for Diversity Program: By
creating additional positions for this purpose, 66
faculty from racial and ethnic backgrounds un-
derrepresented in the professoriate and women
have been appointed by the University at various
ranks as of the 1985-86 year.

Faculty Development Program: Eighty junior fac-
ulty receive support, release time, and mentoring
by senior professors on research studies that may
influence their tenure appraisal.

These programs have been developed and imple-
mented only in the last few years. As such, insuffi-
cient time has elapsed to provide demonstrable evi-
dence of their effectiveness. However, the identifica-
tion of strategic points in the attainment of tenure
and the design of responsive programmatic inter-
ventions to affect progress through this path by indi-
viduals from underrepresented backgrounds indi-
cates the intention of the University to direct atten-
tion to the issue of academic workforce diversifica-
tion in the future. Further analysis of these pro-
grams and their impact on the composition of the
professoriate may provide valuable information on
strategies that lead to greater diversification of post-
secondary education.
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Status of programs to diversify the staff

The University has designed a series of programs
whose combined goal is to attract, retain, and pro-
mote staff members from underrepresented back-
grounds:

Staff Affirmative Action Development Program:
Campus-based training and development oppor-
tunities are pro, ided for staff that take the form of
career development workshops, educational schol-
arships, technical skills programs, internships,
and assessment activities.

Management Fellowship Program: Promising
staff are selected to receive mentoring from a
senior management person, with the expectation
that this experience will lead to the development
of skills critical for promotional opportunities.

Although designed to meet the myriad of needs in
the University community for skill development and
training, because of resource constraints, these pro-
grams reach only a small proportion of the staff from
underrepresented backgrounds for whom the pro-
grams were developed. To further assist in the re-
cruitment and advancement of these staff, additional
analysis are required on the types of programs and
resources needed.

Changes at the California
Community Colleges

Progress has been achieved within the last decade in
diversifying the student body of the California Com-
munity Colleges, as Display 1 showed:

In 1977, 28.1 percent of the students attending
these colleges were from American Indian, Asian,
Black, and Hispanic backgrounds. Ten years la-
ter, individuals from these backgrounds constitut-
ed over one-third of the student body.

The number and proportion of Asian students
doubled in the last decade.

Although less dramatic than the increase in Asian
students, the number and proportion of Hispanic
students increased considerably.
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On the other hand, the number of Black students
attending the Community Colleges declined by 26
percent, or by over 30,000 participants, between
1977 and 1987.

The presence of women increased from 52.7 to
57.2 percent in the last decade.

As discussed on pages 4-5 above, the Chancellor's
Office of the California Community Colleges sub-
mitted information to the Commission utilizing oc-
cupational categories appropriate to its system in
this reporting cycle. Because these categories are
different than those employed by the colleges in the
past, comparable figures for 1977 are available only
for the total faculty and staff categories. Conse-
quently, Displays 6 and 7 on pages 22-23 provide
subcategory information only for the 1987 year.

Progress among the faculty

Racial-ethnic composition: The advances of the Com-
munity Colleges in diversifying their student body
were mirrored, to a lesser extent, by changes in the
racial and ethnic composition of their academic
workforce. Display 6 at the top of pages 22-23
presents information on the composition of the
faculty of all 106 Community Colleges:

Over 14 percent of the total academic workforce of
the Community Colleges consisted of faculty from
American Indian, Asian, Black, and Hispanic
backgrounds in 1987.

In 1987, a slightly larger proportion of the Regu-
lar and Contract Faculty (15.5 percent), in con-
trast to the part-time instructional staff (14.5
percent) were from backgrounds historically un-
derrepresented in the academy. Because full-time
faculty are often recruited from the part-time
ranks, the lack of part-time faculty from under-
represented backgrounds is a matter of concern in
terms of the capacity of the system to diversify its
academic workforce in the future.

Numerically and proportionally, the presence in
the Regular and Contract ranks of faculty from
American Indian, Asian, Black, and Hispanic
backgrounds increased in the ten years. In 1977,
12.6 percent of this faculty rank were from
underrepresented backgrounds; ten years later,
the proportion grew to 14.5 percent, despite the
loss of 1,567 positions among regular and contract

faculty throughout the system. The number and
proportion of Asian faculty grew most dramati-
cally among the underrepresented populations.

Gender composition: Positive changes occurred in
the Community Colleges with respect to the pres-
ence of women in the professoriate, as Display 6
illustrates:

Women comprised over 41 percent of the total aca-
demic workforce of the Community Colleges in
1987.

There was greater representation of women in the
temporary and part-time rank than among the
regular and contract faculty in 1987. Nearly 44
percent of the part-time faculty were women in
contrast with 37 percent of the professors on
contract.

The presence of women in contract positions in-
creased from 32.7 percent to over 37 percent over
the decade despite the overall decline of 9.3 per-
cent in this faculty rank in the system.

Progress among the staff

Racial-ethnic composition: The staff of the Commu-
nity Colleges diversified ethnically and racially dur-
ing the last ten years, as the figures in Display 7 on
the bottom of pages 22-23 demonstrate:

Increasingly, the total workforce grew in its. rep-
resentation of American Indian, Asian, Black, and
Hispanic staff membeis from 25.6 percent in 1977
to nearly one-third in 1987 despite the loss of
1,107 positions during this time period. While the
number of staff from each of these racial-ethnic
backgrounds grew, Asian and Hispanic numerical
and proportional representation changed most
significantly.

The staff category that was least diversified was
the Classified Administrators, while the category
of Classified Employees was most racially and
ethnically heterogeneous in 1987.

Gender composition: Enhanced representation of
women was achieved among the staff of the Commu-
nity Colleges, as seen in Display 7:

The presence of women in the total staff workforce
grew from 53.3 percent in 1977 to 55.7 percent
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DISPLAY 6 Number and Percent of Faculty by Occupational Category, Gender, and

Racial-Ethnic Background

Regular and Contract Faculty

1977 1987 1977-1987

Number
Percent of
Category Number

Percent of
Category

Number
Chance

Percent
Change of
1977 Base

American Indian 73 0.4% 92 0.6% +19 +26.0%
Asian 444 2.6 599 3.9 +155 34.9
Black 763 4.5 798 5.2 +35 +4.6
Hispanic 853 5.0 891 5.8 +38 +4.5
White 14,788 87.4 12,974 84.5 -1,814 -12.3
Total Faculty 16,921 100.0 15,354 100.0 -1,567 -9.3

Gender

Men 11,389 67.3 9,658 62.9 -1,731 -15.2
Women 5,532 32.7 5,696 37.1 +164 -,-3.0

Total Faculty 16,921 100.0 15,354 100.0 -1,567 -9.3

Note: Due to rounding, each column may not add to exactly 100.0 percent.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.

DISPLAY 7 Number and Percent of Staff by Occupational Category, Gender, and Racial-

Racial-Ethnic Background

Certificated Administrative Professional Classified Administrative

1987 1987 1987

Number
Percent of
Category Number

Percent of
Category Number

Percent of
Category

American Indian 16 1.0% 7 0.4% 5 0.8%

Asian 58 3.6 176 9.9 25 3.8
Black 169 10.4 194 10.9 45 6.9

Hispanic 148 9.1 206 11.6 56 8.6

White 1,233 75.9 1.195 67.2 517 79.9
Total Staff 1,624 100.0 1,778 100.0 648 100.0

Gender

Men 1,150 70.8 859 48.3 411 63.4
Women 474 29.2 919 5L7 237 36.5

Total Staff 1,624 100.0 1,778 100.0 648 100.0

Note: Due to rounding, each column may not add to exactly 100.0 percent.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Racial-Ethnic Background at All California Community Colleges, Fall 1977 and Fall 1987

Temporary and Part-Time Faculty Total Faculty

1987 1987

Number
Percent of
Category Number

Percent of
Category

151 0.6% 243 0.6%

978 3.9 1,577 3.9

878 ! 3.5 1,676 4.1

1,354 5.4 2,245 5.6

21,695 86.5 34,669 85.8
25,056 100.0 40,410 100.0

14,081 56.2 23,739 58.7

10,975 43.8 16,671 41.3
25,056 100.0 40,410 100.0

Ethnic Background at All California Community Colleges, Fall 1977 and Fall 1987

Classified Employees Total Staff

1987 1977 1987 1977-1988

Number
Percent of
Category Number

Percent of
Category Number

Percent of
Category

Nunber
Change

Percent Change
of 1977 Base

114 0.8% 130 0.7% 142 0.8% +12 +9.2%

1,115 7.8 907 4.7 1,372 7.5 +465 +51.3

1,587 11.1 1,983 10.2 1,995 10.9 +12 +0.6

2,058 14.4 1,963 10.1 2,468 13.5 +505 +25.7

19,420 65.9 4,468 74.4 12,365 67.4 -2,103 -14.5

14,294 100.0 19,451 100.0 18,344 100.0 -1,107 -5.7

5,703 39.9 9,080 46.7 8,123 44.3 -957 -10.5

8,591 60.1 10,371 53.3 10,221 55.7 -150 -1.4

14,294 100.0 19,451 100.0 18,344 100.0 -1,107 -5.7
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this past fall, despite the reduction of over 1,100
positions.

The composition of the Certificated Administra-
tors category was the least representative of wom-
en, while the Professional classification was most
heterogeneous in terms of gender.

Status of programs to diversify the faculty

The Fund for Instructional Improvement is designed
to enhance the professional development of faculty
in the Community Colleges. A goal of this program
is the retention and promotion of faculty from un-
derrepresented backgrounds within the system.

In the past, the primary vehicle through which the
Community Colleges diversified the academic work-
force of the system was adherence to federal and
State affirmative action procedures. An innovative
approach that the Chancellor's office plans to initi-
ate in the future is the Affirmative Action Registry.
Based upon an electronic bulletin board concept, a
statewide network would be established to distrib-
ute information on vacant positions and disseminate
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resumes of prospective applicants throughout the
system. A proposal to develop and implement the
registry will be presented to the Governor and Legis-
lature in the future.

Status of programs to diversity the staff

Two mechanisms exist in the Community Colleges
to provide opportunities for staff mobility:

In the vocational education area, staff develop-
ment to promote greater representation of women
is part of program improvement activities. Staff
who serve students from underrepresented back-
grounds and those with disabilities are the pri-
ority participants in these activities.

The Employer-Based Training Unit implements
staff development activities through its Vocation-
al Instruction and Career Counselor In-Service
Training Program. Through this program, staff
learn instructional strategies and career guidance
techniques to improve their skills as well as coun-
sel students more effectively.
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Summary and Recommendations

Summary of findings

The faculty and staff in California's public colleges
and universities are more diverse today than in
1977. In that sense, change has occurred in terms of
the presence on college and university campuses of
American Indian, Asian; Black, and Hispanic pro-
fessors and staff as well as women. However, the
changing composition of the State and the student
bodies of these institutions intensifies the focus on
the extent to which progress in diversifying the
faculty and administration has been excruciatingly
slow and the results small. Without substantial
changes, the question remains: Can California, the
first mainland State in which no one racial or ethnic
group will be a majority of the residents by the year
2000 and in which the population of women is
growing, maintain its leadership position in the
country economically, technologically, politically, and
internationally?

Within this general picture of concern, five major
findings emerge from this report:

1. Great similarity exists in the trends observed
among the three public segments of higher edu-
cation in the State in terms of changes in the
composition of their academic and staff work-
forces over the last decade.

2. Among all racial-ethnic groups, the proportion of
faculty and staff from Asian and Hispanic back-
grounds increased the most.

3. Of all the underrepresented groups, Black faculty
and staff experienced less growth in all systems.
Numerically and proportionally, the Black pres-
ence declined in many areas of the academy.

4. Women were more represented in the academic
and staffworkforces of each segment in 1987 than
a decade earlier.

5. While the number of Caucasian women increased

to a greater extent than other categories of wom-
en, the proportion of women from underrepre-
sented backgrounds proportionally increased to a
greater extent. In particular, the change in the
number and proportion of Asian women was note-
worthy.

Recommendations for the future

Although this report satisfies the Commission's stat-
utory reporting requirement by providing a picture
of the ethnic and gender composition of the faculty
and staff in the three segments, further analysis is
needed to assess the extent to which an unique op-
portunity exists to diversify the faculty and staff by
the turn of the century, given the massive replace-
ment efforts that are anticipated by the three public
systems in order to replenish their professorial
ranks. In particular, comprehensive information is
necessary to guide policy discussions and develop
statewide strategies to address the issues of faculty
and staff diversification.

To that end, the Commission recommends that:

1. A project be initiated to study the issues sur-
rounding faculty diversification, including but not
limited to, the following variables:

Anticipated faculty hiring opportunities by vir-
tue either of retirements or anticipated growth;

The pool of candidates presently available for
these faculty positions by gender and racial-
ethnic categories;

The pool of undergraduates and graduates ex-
pecting to pursue academic careers; and

Institutional strategies that have :4 _monstrat-
ed a capacity to increase the future faculty pool.

The details of this proposed project are presented
on pages 27-28 in the next section of this report.
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2. Future reports in this series on postsecondary
staff should:

Continue to describe the composition of the
staff in postsecondary education using the cate-
gories specified by the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission in its Higher Education
Staff Information (EE0-6) Survey. Continuing
to report information on this basis will provide
the opportunity to identify trends and monitor
change over time since these categories have,
in the main, been consistent since 1975. Fur-
ther, this requirement of the Federal Govern-
ment ensures a standardization of information
across systems that is helpful in developing a
statewide picture of the composition of staff in
postsecondary education in California.

Disaggregate the information in the EEO -6 re-
ports into more meaningful classifications, par-
tizularly with respect to the Executive/Admin-
istrative/Managerial and Professional Non-
Faculty categories. The University of Cali-
fornia and the California State University are
prepared to provide staff information on the
basis of their personnel systems that classify
the staff according to function and level of re-
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sponsibility. Information based upon these sys-
tems could supplement the heterogeneous and
aggregated categories in the EEO -6 report in a
manner that will provide greater clarity about
the composition of their postsecondary educa-
tion staff.

Examine staff career ladders with respect to
progress in diversifying postsecondary educa-
tion leadership in the State. Since diversifying
the educational leadership ranks is a priority
for California, an analysis of paths to executive
and administrative positions is needed for three
reasons:

1. To identify strategic points along the paths;

2. To identify existing practices, policies, and
programs that enable individuals to progress
along the path; and

3. To develop State and institutional initiatives
that will facilitate the movement of staff
from underrepresented groups into educa-
tional leadership positions.

To this end, in the near future Commission staff will
develop a prospectus for a study of career paths in
postsecondary education.



Prospectus for a Study
4 of Faculty Diversification

Context of the study

Recent estimates indicate that California's three
public postsecondary systems will be engaged in a
massive faculty hiring effort by the turn of the cen-
tury due to retirements, expected growth, and
changing workplace demands. The University ex-
pects to hire 6,000 faculty members; the State Uni-
versity anticipates seeking 8,000 new faculty; and
the Community Colleges estimate a need for 9,800
full-time faculty by the year 2,000. Taken together,
the public postsecondary systems will be replacing
approximately 64 percent of their current faculty
within the next 12 years. Independent colleges and
universities are in a similar situation. Because of
the sheer numbers involved a situation that will
not occur again for roughly 30 years -- the opportu-
nity exists to develop a quality faculty that repre-
sents the ethnic, racial, and gender diversity of Cal-
ifornia.

Diversifying the faculty is an increasingly impor-
tant State policy goal as greater proportions of the
undergraduate student body of postseco:iary insti-
tutions are of American Indian, Asian, Black, His-
panic, and low-income backgrounds. Its significance
is illustrated by the inclusion in the draft report of
the Legislature's Joint Committee for the Review of
the Master Plan for California Higher Education of
Recommendation 33 "to double the number of mi-
nority faculty and increase the number of women
faculty by 50 percent by the end of the century"
(1988, p. 76). The major questions to be answered
with respect to this recommendation are:

What actions can the State continue or initiate to
achieve this goal?

What policies can the State adopt that support the
actions of the educational systems to diversify
their faculty?

What State policies can influence the develop-
ment of intersegmental cooperation among the

public and independent systems to achieve this
goal?

Historically, the Commission has reported biennial-
ly on the composition of the faculty in California's
three segments of public higher education in accor-
dance with statutory obligations beginning in 1975.
While these reports have provided a picture of the
faculty at a given point and monitored changes in
the composition of the faculty over time, they have
lacked a dynamic quality to guide the State in pro-
gressing toward greater faculty diversity.

This proposed study seeks to remedy that lack by de-
veloping an analytical basis for recommendations
regarding statewide planning to achieve this goal.
Further, the project proposes to include independent
colleges and universities in its analysis because of
the important role that they p;ay in educating stu-
dents at the baccalaureate and post-graduate levels.

Purposes of the study

The proposed study has five purposes:

1. To analyze the future demand for faculty by dis-
cipline and by system;

2. To estimate the pool of candidates within the
State and nation who are expected to be available
for faculty positions by gender, racial-ethnic cate-
gories, discipline, and system;

3. To identify critical points in the process from
graduate school admission through tenure ap-
praisal that affect the composition of the faculty;

4. To specify programs, practices, and policies that
have demonstrated the capacity to enhance prog-
ress in diversifying the faculty; and
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5. To develop policy recommendations leading to
progress in diversifying the faculty rather than
compliance with statutory regulations.

Components of the study

The Commission will convene a technical advisory
committee to assist in designing and conducting the
study through their knowledge of the issues in-
volved, informational sources, and existing pro-
grams that have evidenced results with respect to
faculty diversification. Members of this technical ad-
visory committee will be appointed after consulta-
tion with the Commission's Statutory Advisory Com-
mittee.

In line with the purposes listed above, the study will
have five components:

1. Through an analyses of factors that influence the
demand for faculty, the Commission will develop
projections of anticipated statewide needs by dis-
cipline and by system. Among the factors that
will be examined are:

Statewide demographic changes;

Fluctuations in the field that students choose to
pursue;

Academic and non-academic workplace needs;

Potential expansion of postsecondary facilities;

Postsecondary enrollments; and

Faculty departures.

2. The Commission will analyze the current avail-
ability and anticipated availability of faculty can-
didates, by racial-ethnic categories, gender, and
discipline to meet statewide and system needs.
This examination will include estimates of the
supply of potential faculty available on the basis
of knowledge about competition for members of
the pool from within and outside of academia.
Further, it will identify the various supply
sources from which faculty are drawn -- graduate
programs, the private sector, other states -- and
the composition of these prospective pools. From
this analysis, the Commission anticipates iden-
tifying those disciplines in which present and
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foreseeable underrepresentation is a function of a
small pool of candidates and those disciplines in
which the pool is, or will be, more substantial. Fi-
nally, this phase of the study will consider differ-
ences in terminal degree qualifications for faculty
among the systems as those differences affect esti-
mates of availability.

3. The Commission will identify critical points that
affect progress through the pipeline from grad-
uate school admission to tpe granting of tenure for
members of underrepresented groups. This aspect
of the project will involve a review of relevant lit-
erature and, if necessary, solicitation from current
faculty as to strategies that can enhance diversity
in the professoriate.

4. The Commission will identify programs, policies,
and practices both in California and elsewhere
that enhance diversity within the faculty. In ad-
dition to single-system efforts, interinstitutional
and intersegmental programs that have demon-
strated success in diversifying the faculty will be a
focus in this aspect of the project. Upon identifica-
tion, the Commission will disseminate informa-
tion on these exemplary programs and practices.

5. The Commission will develop policy recommen-
dations based on the rc..,ults from the study. These
recommendations will focus on:

Short-term actions that could telescope the pro-
cess, involving a minimum of ten years, to ex-
pand the pool of women and American Indian,
Asian, Black, and Hispanic candidates who are
eligible for, and interested in, faculty positions;

Long-term solutions that will expand the pool
of candidates, including support for developing
and continuing programs at the pre-college and
undergraduate levels that have demonstrated
success in diversifying the professoriate;

The role of California's independent institu-
tions in contributing to the pool of women and
American Indian, Asian, Black, Hispanic can-
didates who are available for faculty positions;

Institutional procedures that affect the selec-
tion of qualified faculty members, plus strate-
gies to be initiated that are sensitive to pres-
sure points among these procedures; and



The creation of innovative approaches to diver-
sifying the faculty, including appropriate re-
ward and incentive structures that respond to
faculty prerogatives and institutional values.

Information requirements

In order to conduct the study, information from
several sources will be collected and analyzed:

1. Estimates of demand

As a part of their ten-year plans, the California
State University and the University of California
are developing estimates of their anticipated de-
mand for faculty by discipline, and in some cases
sub-disciplines, by campus. The Community Col-
leges and the independent sector are planning to
conduct similar analyses in the future. Access to
these analyses will be helpful in creating state-
wide estimates on expected opportunities to hire
faculty.

In addition to these estimates, the Commission
will obtain information on the following factors
from the listed sources as well as other resources:

Demographic changes: 1980 Census of Popula-
tion; Department of Finance's Population Re-
search Unit;

Student interests: Commission data on enroll-
ment by discipline; Higher Education Research
Institute's Cooperative Institutional Research
Program annual survey of freshmen;

Labor market: Employment Development De-
partment; and Department of Labor analyses
and "Workforce 2000" (Johnston, 1987);

Faculty departures: systemwide estimates;

Postsecondary enrollments: systemwide and
Commission estimates; and;

Expansion of postsecondary facilities: system-
wide and Commission estimates.

2. Analysis of supply

The study will utilize information from a variety
of sources to determine the potential pool of can-
didates to take advantage of these hiring oppor-
tunities. Information will be sought on:

Graduate enrollment nationwide: National Re-
search Council; Office of Civil Rights; and the
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDs) of the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, if accurate and reliable;

State enrollment projections: Department of Fi-
nance's Population Research Unit; systemwide
estimates; and

Flow of individuals, in both directions, between
academia and the private sector: existing re-
search literature.

3. Identification of critical points in the process
from graduate echool application
through tenure appraisal

The strategy by which this aspect of the study is
conducted will be determined in conjunction with
systemwide offices. Through this collaboration,
staff will seek to:

Interview members of Academic Senate Affir-
mative Action Committees and other members
of the Academic Senates.

Examine aggregated reports on the faculty
search process that protect tile confidentiality
of records;

Become more knowledgetwle alArzt peer review
processes; and

Review the research literature on this aspect of
the study.

4. Identification of exemplary programs
and practices

This phase of the study will use information from
various sources:
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The University of California in the Twenty-
First Century (Justus, Freitag and Parker,
1987), which provides a foundation for studying
institutional practices, policies, and programs
that have been developed nationwide to diver-
sify the faculty;

Reports on the graduate student affirmative ac-
tion programs of the University and State Uni-
versity; and

A search of the literature on effective strategies
to diversify the faculty.

Relation to other Commission work

In May, the Commission adopted Faculty and Grad-
uate School Enrollment Planning as its second
highest priority with regard to long-range planning.
This proposed study will concentrate on the goal of
diversification of the professoriate within the larger
context of the Commission's long-range planning ac-
tivities.

The Commission will be conducting a study of inde-
rAndent colleges in California in which their contri-
bution as doctorate-granting institutions will be
examined. Information from that study will be help-
ful to this project.
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Further, the Special Committee on Educational Eq-
uity has recommended that the issue of faculty di-
versity be considered the most important priority
area for study by the Commission in pursuit of eq-
uitable goals in the State. To that endthe Commit-
tee has recommended that the Commission launch a
major study on this issue -- a recommendation to
which this prospectus responds.

Schedule

The proposed schedule for the study is as follows:

September 1988: Commission adoption of the re-
port, Diversification of the Faculty and Staff in
California Public Postsecondary Education from
1977 to 1987, that includes this prospectus.

October 1988 - October 1989: Collection and anal-
ysis of information.

June 1989: Progress report submitted to the Poli-
cy Development Committee for information.

March 1990: Draft report submitted to the Policy
Development Committee for review.

May 1990: Draft report submitted to the Policy
Development Committee and Commission for ac-
tion.



Appendix A Education Code Section 66903.1

`The commission shall report to the Legislature and the Governor on March 1, 1986, and'
every two years thereafter until, and including, 1990, on the representation and utiliza-
tion of ethnic minorities and women among academic, administrative, and other em-
ployees at the California State University, the University of California. and the public
community colleges. To prepare this report, the commission shall collect data from each
of these segments of public postsecondary education. The format for this data shall be the
higher education staff information form required biennially from all institutions of
higher education by the Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, the col-
lection of which is coordinated by the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

(a) The higher education staff information form includes all the following types of data:

(1) The number of full-time employees by job categories, ethnicity, sex, and salary
ranges.

(2) The number of full-time faculty by ethnicity, sex, rank, and tenure.

(3) The number of part-time employees by job categories (including tenured, non-
tenured or tenure track, and other nontenured academic employees), ethnicity,
and sex.

(4) The number of full-time new hires by job categories (including tenured, non-
tenured or tenure track and other nontenured academic employees), ethnicity,
and sex.

(b) In addition to the above, the segments shall submit to the commission all the follow-
ing:

(1) Promotion and separation data for faculty and staff employees by ethnicity and
sex for each of the two-year time periods beginning with 1977 to 1979.

(2) Narrative evaluation examining patterns of underutilization of women and mi-
nority employees among different job categories compared wsith the availability
of qualified women and minorities for different job categories.

(3) Narrative evaluation examining specific results of affirmative action programs
in reducing underutilization of women and minorities.

(4) Narrative evaluation of both strengths and inadequacies of current affirmative
action programs, including inadequacies resulting from budgetary constraints.

(c) For purposes of this section, minorities and ethnic minorities shall in& .ode those per-
sons defined as such by rules and regulations of the Federal Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission.

This section shall remain in effect until January 1, 1991, and as of that date is repealed.
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Appendix B Higher Education Staff Information (EEO -6)

.-.. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION. APPROVED BY OMB
HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EEO -6) NO 3046-0009

Pub liclPtivate Instnubons and Campuses EXPIRES 0/30/89

I
1

DO NOT ALTER INFORMATION PRINTED IN THIS sox FEDERAL AGENCIES

This is a pint requirement of EEDC. the
Office for Civil Rights and the Center for
Education Statistics in the Department of
Education. and the Office of Federal
Contract Compliance Programs in the
Department of Labor. These agencies
form the Nigher Education Reporting
Committee. AN survey inquiries should
be directed *that committee.

I

I

I

!

RETURN ADDRESS

Mail original and three
copies-of this form to the address
shown by:

HIGHER EDUCATION REPORTING COMMITTEE
EEOC PROGRAM RESEARCH AND SURVEYS STAFF
2401 E STREET, N.M.
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20507

;

i

I
;

1

1

I. IDENTIFICATION

A. INSTITUTIONICAMPUS OR SCHOOL (OMIT IF SAME AS LABEL.)

f NAME

I
2, STREET ANO NUMSLOU 0.805 CITY/108rd 4. COUNTY S STATE : 0 :ir CODE

I.1
I 1

I

A /ARENT RIST:Tinlau

I. NAME INSTITIIION OF WHICH THE BRANCH CAMPUS / MAIN CAMPUS / SEPARATE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE IS A PART

C. REPORT COVERS 0 FEDERAL CONTRACT INFORMATION

I. SINGLE CAMPUS INSTITUTION INSTITUTION NASA CONTRACT SUSCONTRACT WITH ANY US

GOVERNMENT AGENCY FOR (ANSWER YES OR NO FOR EACH

SPECIFIED INTERNAL)

1. SIGAGO.SterA YES NO0 C

2. $60.00041M1130 = YES C NO
3. 111.0301300 OR MORE C YES C NO

2 ANCH CAMPUS

1 MAIN CAMPUS

A. SERAR/21ADMINISTIV2TVE OFFICE

i OTHER (Spay(

E. CONTRACTED OR DONATED SERVICES

(Do not 03AIDMIF lei mouse sawnotrove ounces)

It dm Nkomo and porttme orekremo Nabbed m we noon do net supply 55 04 a* mentos rslised* do 408/8808CA thl inflUtUtqn T:M what* Mien
AMA sows AIM NOW commomo by Wm 0180141400 or 00,10100 10 Pie inoutudan Mama* Cl RenaMd solvam We bct.Fty ut notion Fran rune GAM*
II1W MMVIONI. et SIMKO' provoitsd by a mown OROS 1

Omit alt INst am/Tr
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4 0 Oddr
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FULL-TIME FACULTY BY RANK AND TENURE
(Only include employees reported in "FACULTY" sections of report PART HA)

(II your institution has no tenure program, please complete lines 85.92 only)

A TENURED
Is 1 PROFESSORS

72 2. ASSO. PROF'S.

73 3. ASST. P.OF'S

71 4 INSTRUCTORS
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7. TOTAL
rr
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I
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. I
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5. PRIMARY OCCUPATIONAL ACTIVITY

a. Executive, Administrative and Managerial
Include all persons whose assignments requireprimary

(and major) responsibility for management of the institu-
tion, or a customarily recognized department or subdivision
thereof. Assignments require the performance of work
directly related to management policies or general
business operations of the institution department or
subdivision, etc. It is assumed that assignments in this
category customarily and regularly require the incumbent
to exercise discretion and independent judgment, and to
direct the work of others. Report in this category all
officers holding such titles as President, Vice President,
Dean, Director, or the equivalent, as well as officers
subordinate to any of these administrators with such titles
as Associate Dean, Assistant Dean, Executive Officer
of academic departments department heads, or the
equivalent) if their principal activity is administrative.
NOTE: Supervisors of professional employees are in-

cluded here, while supervisors of nonprofessional
employees (technical, clerical, craft, and service/
maintenance) are to be reported within the specific
categories of the personnel they supervise.

b. Faculty (Instruction/Research)

Include all persons whose specific assignments custom-
arily are made for the purpose of conducting instruction,
research, or public service as a principal activity (or
activities), and who hold academic-rank titles of professor,
associate professor, assistant professor, instructor,
lecturer, or the equivalent of any of these academic ranks.
Report in this category Deans, Directors, or the
equivalents, as well as Associate Deans, Assistant
Deans, and executive officers of academic departments
(chairpersons, heads, or the equivalent) if their principal
activity is instructional. bo not include student teaching
or research assistants.

c. Professional Non-Faculty

Include in this category persons employed for the
primary purpose of performing academic support, student
service and institutional support activities and whose
assignments would require either college graduation or
experience of such kind and amount as to provide a
comparable background. Include employees such as
librarians, accountants, personnel, counselors, systems
analysts, coaches, lawyers, and pharmacists, for example.

d. Clerical and Secretarial

Include all persons whose assignments typically are
associated with clerical activities or are specifically of a
secretarial nature. Include personnel who are responsible
for internal and external communications, recording and

retrieval of data (other than computer programmers)
and/or information and other paper work required in an
office, such as bookkeepers, stenographers, cteric typists,
office-machine operators, statistical clerks, payroll clerks,
etc. Include also sales clerks such u those employed full
time in the bookstore, and library clerks who are not
recognized as librarians.

e. Technical and Paraprofessional

Include all persons whose assignments require specialized
knowledge or skills which may be acquired through
experience or academic work such as is offered in many
2-year technical institutes, junior colleges or through
equivalent on-the-job training. Include computer pro-
grammers and operators, drafters, engineering aides,
junior engineers, mathematical aides, licensed practical
or vocational nurses, dietitians, photographers, radio
operators, scientific assistants, technical illustrators,
pefigicians (medical, dental, electronic, physical sciences),
and similar occupational-activity categories but which
are institutionally defined as technical assignments.

Include persons who perform some of the duties of a
professional or technician in a supportive role, which
usually require less formal training and/or experience
normally required for professional technical status. Such
positions may fall within an identified pattern of staff
development and promotion under a "New Careers"
concept.

1. Skilled Craft

Include all persons whose assignments typically
require special manual skills and a thorough and
comprehensive knowledge of the processes involved in
the work, acquired through on-the-job training and
experience or through apprenticeship or other formal
training programs. Include mechanics and repairers,
electricians, stationary engineers, skilled machinists,
carpenters, compositors and type-setters, upholsterers.

g. Service/Maintenance

Include persons whose assignments require limited
degrees of previously acquired skills and knowledge and
in which workers perform duties which result in or
contribute to the comfort, convenience and hygiene of
personnel and the student body or which contribute to the
upkeep and care of buildings, facilities or grounds of the
institutional property. Include chauffeurs, laundry and
dry cleaning operatives, cafeteria and restaurant workers,
truck drivers, bus drivers, garage laborers, custodial
personnel, gardeners and groundskeepers, refuse col-
lectors, construction laborers, security personnel.

Source: EEOC Form 221. Higher Education Staff Information ( EEo-6) 1nstructwn Booklet. Washington, D.C.: Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, n.d., p. 7.
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
BAKERSFIELD CHICO - DOMINGUEZ HILLS FRESNO FULLERTON HAYWARD HUMBOLDT
POMONA SACRAMENTO SAN BERNARDINO SAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO - SAN JOSE

OFFICE OF
5D1DTHE-CHANCELLOR

(213) 590-

March 28, 1988

Dr. Kenneth B. O'Brien
Associate Director
California Postsecondary Education

Commission
1020 Twelfth Street, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-3985

Dear Ken:

LONG BEACH LOS ANGELES NORTHRIDGE
SAN LUIS OBISPO SONOMA STANISLAUS

On November 20, 1987 you requested certain information examining
women and minority employees and affirmative action programs in
the California State University for your report on Women and
Minorities in California Punlic Postsecondary Education (AB 605).
Responses were due March 1.

Enclosed is our response to that request. We apologize for the
lateness of our response. If there are any questions, please
contact Tim Dong, Faculty and Staff Relations.

ncerely,

John M. Smart
`Vice Chancellor
University Affairs

JMS:pfz

CC:
Dr.
Mr.
Dr.

,

Caesar J. Naples
Tim Dong
David E. eveille
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

EMPLOYMENT UTILIZATION OF ETHNIC MINORITIES AND WOMEN
1985-1987

Introduction

The purpose of this report is to comply with the requirements of Section
66903.1 of the Education Code (Assembly Bill 605, Hughes, 1985). That section
requires the California State University to report to the California
Postsecondary Education Commission, biennially, on representation and
utilization of ethnic minorities and women employees in the CSU. The report
presents an overview of the current work force, looking at faculty and staff
employees. A summary of new hires, promotions and separations for the period
1985-1987, and a discussion of the systemwide programs and efforts which have
been instituted to support affirmative action progress are also presented.

CSU Work Forcel

The current full-time work force of the CSU consists of 27,263 employees (see
Table 1). Women comprised 42.76% (11,658) of the work force, and men 57.24%
(15,605). Ethnic minorities are 24.05% (6,556) of the work force. The
breakdown by specific minorities shows that 7.17% (1,954) are Blacks, 8.54%
(2,328) are Hispanics, 7.67% (2,090) are Asians and 0.67% (184) are American
Indians. Minority females are 11.24% (3,063) of the work force. Black
females, Hispanic females, Asian females and American Indian females are 3.64%
(992), 4.17% (1,138), 3.10% (845), and 0.32% (88) of the work force,
respectively.

From 1985 to 1987, the work force increased by 260 employees. The percentage
of minorities increased from 22.86% to 24.05%, a numerical increase of 383
minority employees. Females increased from 41.78% to 42.76%; this represented
a numerical increase of 375 female employees.

Total Faculty. 193 5 to 1987

The current CSU full-time faculty numbers 11,731 (see Table 2). Women are
24.85% of the full-time faculty, and ethnic minorities are 14.22%. Women were
23.63% and minorities were 13.13% of the faculty in 1985. Blacks are 2.78% of
the faculty, Hispanics are 3.63%, Asians are 7.35% and American Indians are
0.46%. In 1985, Blacks, Hispanics and Asians were 2.54%, 3.34%, and 6.77% of
the faculty, respectively. American Indians were 0.45% of the faculty in 1985

Tenured Faculty. .Approximately 747. of the full-time faculty are tenured (see
Table 3). Among-the 8,685 tenured faculty are 19.959'. women. Ethnics

minorities are 12.75% of the tenured faculty, with 2.56% Blacks, 3.22%
Hispanics, 6.51% Asians and 0.46% American Indians. Women and ethnic minority
tenured faculty increased from 1985 to 1987. In 1985, women were 19.29% and
minorities were 11.99%.

1 Data are from EEO -6 Reports dated October 31 of the indicated year.
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Tenure-track FacultY. Tenure-track faculty also showed increases for women
and ethnic minorities from 1985-1987 (see Table 4). The percentage of women
increased to 37.20% from 33.57% in 1985; the percentage of minorities
increased from 18.37% to 20.64%. The percentages of the specific minorities
in the tenure-track faculty are 3.64% Blacks, 5.19% Hispanics, 11.31% Asians,
and 0.50% American Indians. All of the percentages of women and ethnic
minorities are greater in the tenure-track than the tenured ranks.

Tenured and Tenure-track Faculty. The combined tenured and tenure-track
faculty totaled 10,497, increasing by 154 from 1985 to 1987 (see Table 5).
Women in the permanent faculty increased from 21.397. to 22.93% from 1985 to
1987. Ethnic minorities had an increase to 22.93%, Blacks increased to 2.74%.
Hispanics to 3.56%, Asians to 7.34% and American Indians to 0.47%.

Lecturers. Lecturers are 1234 of the full-time faculty in the CSU (see Table
6). They include 41.177. women and 15.15% minorities. Blacks are 3.087. of the
lecturers; Hispanics are 4.21%, Asians are 7.46% and American Indians are
0.41% of the lecturers. From 1985 to 1987, the number of lecturers decreased
'.'y 144. Blacks, Asians, American Indians and Women decreased numerically by
1, 13, 3, and 50, respectively. Hispanics gained two lecturers. Women,
Blacks and Hispanics gained slightly in percentages, but Asians and American
Indians had slight decreases.

Total Faculty. 1975 to 1987

Over the 12-year period from 1975 to 1987, the CSU faculty increased by 304
members (see Table 7). Women faculty increased from 20.25% to 24.85%. Ethnic
minorities increased from 9.97% in 1975 to 14.22% in 1987. Most of that
increase Was due to an increase in Asian faculty. Black and Hispanic faculty
increased slightly but American Indians decreased slightly.

Tenured Faculty. The tenured faculty increased by 602 members 'rom 1975-1987
(see Table 8). Women tenured faculty increased from 16.127. to 19.95%, and
ethnic minorities increased from 7.08% to 12.75%. All ethnic groups showed
increases. Blacks increased to 2.56% from 1.47%, Hispanics to 3.22% from
1.53%, Asians to 6.51% from 3.64% and American Indians to 0.46% from 0.43%.

Tenure-track Faculty. The number of tenure-track faculty decreased by 314
members from 1975-1987 (see Table 8). Despite the decrease in the number of
tenure-track faculty, there are 44 more women tenure-track faculty in 1987
than in 1975. The percentage of women faculty in 1975 was 29.63%, in 1987, t

is 37.20%. Ethnic minorities increased from 17.36% of the tenure-track
faculty in 1975 to 20.64% of the tenure-track faculty in 1987. However, three
of the ethnic minority groups showed decreases numerically and in percentage
points. Blacks decreased by 65 faculty members and went from 6.16% to 3.64%.
Hispanics decreased by 31 faculty and dropped from 5.887. to 5.19%. American
Indians decreased by 2 faculty m=libers to a percentage value of 0.02% in
1987. Only Asians showed increases numerically and in percentage points.
Asians gained 103 tenure-track faculty members and increased from 4.80% to
11.31%.
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Tenured and Tenuretrack Faculty. The combined tenured and tenuretrack data
from 1975 to 1987 show the effects of the predominance of the number of
tenured faculty among the permanent faculty (see Table 9). All groups showed
increases. Women increased from 18.93% to 22.93% and ethnic minorities
increased from 9.22% to 14.11%. Asians and Hispanics had the greatest
increases, while Black and American Indians has smaller increases.

Lecturers. The number of lecturers in the CSU decreased by 16 from 1975 to
1987 (see Table 9). Women gained numerically and in percentage points, adding
127 lecturers and increasing from 31.28% to 41.17%. Total minorities
decreased, going from 16.26% in 1975 to 15.15%. Blacks, Hispanics and
American Indians showed decreases, while Asians showed an increase in
percentage points.

Staff Emolovees_bv EEO -6 Categortes. 1985 to 1987

The CSU fulltime staff numbers 15,532 in 1987, representing an increase of
250 staff members from 1985 (see Table 10). Women are 8,743 or 56.29% of the
staff employees, a slight increase from 1985. Ethnic minorities are 4,888 or
31.47% of the staff, increasing slightly from 1985. Blacks are 10.48% of the
staff employees, Hispanics 12.25%, Asians 7.917, and American Indians 0.84%.

ExecutIves. Administrators and Managers. This category has 2333 employees
(see Table 11); 34.55% of the Executives, Administrators and Managers category
are women. Ethnic minorities are 20.62% of this category, with 9.00% Blacks,
6.30% Hispanics, 4.71% Asians, and 0.60% American Indians. From 1985 to 1987,
women and ethnic minorities showed slight increases in this category.
Hispanics and American Indians., however, showed slight decreases.

Professional NonFaculty. The Professional NonFaculty category has 3272
employees (see Table 12). Women are 55.75% of this category and ethnic
minorities are 26.74% of the category. Women and ethnic minorities increased
from 1985 to 1987. All the minority groups experienced increases except for
American Indians, who decreased slightly.

Secretarial/Clerical. The Secretarial/Clerical category has 93.74% women (see
Table 13). Ethnic minorities are 32.55% of the category, with 9.87% Blacks,
14.32% Hispanics, 7.61% Asians and 0.75% American Indians. Changes from 1985
to 1987 are slight, with Hispanics and Asians showing larger increases.
American Indians and women decreased slightly.

Technical/Paraprofessional. Women and all ethnic minorities showed increases
in this category from 1985 to 1987 (see Table 14). Women are 54.17% of the
category, increasing from 52.93% in 1985. Total minorities increased from
25.05% to 26.38%. Blacks, Hispanics, Asians and American Indians all had
small increases.
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Skilled Crafts. Out of 811 employees in'this category, 1.36% or 11 employees
are women (see Table 15). Minorities are 32.92% of the Skilled Crafts
employees, a slight increase over 1985. Blacks are 9.49%, decreasing slightly
from 9.56% in 1985. Hispanics are 15.54% of this category, increasing from
14.04% in 1985. Asians and American Indians increased slightly to 6.54% and
1.36%, respectively.

Service/Maintenance. This category has 1,932 employees; 26.45% are women and
57.19% are ethnic minorities (see Table 16). Blacks comprise 22.15% of this
category and Hispanics are 23.55% of this category. Asians and American
Indians are 10.40% and 1.09% of this category, respectively. Minorities are
57.19% of the employees in this category. Women and minorities increased
slightly from 1985 to 1987. Hispanics, Asians and American Indians had small
gains, but Blacks showed a slight decrease from 1985 to 1987.

Staff Employees. 1975-1987

Because of changes in the definitions of the EEO -6 categories imposed by HEERA
in 1984, comparisons of the individual EEO -6 categories from 1975 to 1987 are
not meaningful. However, the total number of staff employees in 1975 and 1987
can be meaningfully compared by sex and ethnicity. Staff employees increased
by 1136 to 15,532 from 1975 to 1987. Women employees increased from 51.30% to
56.29%. Ethnic minorities increased from 24.16% to 31.47%. Hispanics and
Asians had the largest increases, while Blacks increased slightly and American
Indians decreased slightly.

Summary

Increases in women and ethnic minorities continue at a steady pace. Women
faculty had the second largest percentage point gain for a two-year period
since data were collected in 1975. Minority faculty made the largest
percentage point gain since 1975. Minority faculty showed gains in tenured
and tenure-track categories; there was a slight reduction of minorities in the
lecturer category, however. The total staff also showed increases in women
and ethnic minorities. Blacks, however, decreased slightly in the two-year
period, 1985-1987.

New Hires. Promotions and Separations. 1985-1987

This section presents the hiring, promotion and separation transactions for
full-time employees which had occurred in the CSU between 1985 and 1987. The
data include all full-time employees hired for any length of time during that
period. Furthermore, each hiring and separation activity generated by the
same employee during that time are counted each time.

New Hires. The hiring activity in the CSU for the two years, 1985 to 1987, is

summarized in Table 18. There were 3733 new hires of faculty made in that
period. Lecturer accounted for 67.18% of the hiring activity. Tenured and
tenure-track faculty hiring activity accounted for 5.21% and 26.60% of the
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faculty hiring. Women were 35.76% of the new faculty hires and minorities
were 17.09% of the new hires. Women and minorities were hired in greater
proportion than in the current work force in all categories except for women
in tenured hires.

The new hire activity for staff totaled 4,809 transactions. Women accounted
for 61.63% of the new hire activity. Minorities figured in 31.50% of the new
hires. Both percentages are greater than the percentages of women and ethnic
minorities in the current work force.

Promotions. The promotion activity for 1985-1987 is summarized in Table 19.
There were 531 promotions of faculty to the rank of full professor. Of the
531, 27.30% were women. Ninety-six minority faculty members were promoted to
full professor, 18.08%. One hundred ninety-three faculty members were
promoted to associate professor. Among them were 40.93% women and 14.51%
minorities. Both values are comparable to the proportion of women and
minorities in the current tenure-track faculty.

There were 2477 promotional opportunities for staff during 1985-1987. Women
were promoted in 68.75% of the instances and minorities were promoted in
30.12% of the instances. Each value exceeds the proportion of women or
minorities in the current work force.

Separations. There were 3,422 instances of separation by faculty (see Table
20). Women separated in 20.66% of the occasions and minorities separated in
10.70% of the instances. Tenured faculty accounted for 63.55% of the
separations.

Separation activity over the years 1985-1987 occurred 3746 times for staff.
Women were separated in 61.18% of the instances and minorities were separated
in 28.94% of the instances. The separation rates reflect the proportion of
women and minorities in the staff.

Systemwide Affirmative Action Programs

Affirmative action programs in the CSU are implemented on the campuses by the
campus affirmative action officers and by various staff in faculty and staff
personnel offices. The individual campuses develop affirmative action
programs to conform to the requirements of federal and state laws and the
regulations of the Board of Trustees. The campuses also have affirmative
action programs which are especially tailored to the needs of the specific
campus. Systemwide programs were developed to meet affirmative action needs
which are more effectively implemented through the Chancellor's Office. Four
systemwide programs to be discussed are the Administrative Fellows Program,
the Affirmative Action Faculty Development Program, the Disabled Employees
Assistive Device Program and the Forgivable Loan/Doctoral Incentive Program.

The Administrative Fellows Program. The Administrative Fellows Program was
developed to provide administrative training to ethnic minority and women
faculty and staff through mentor relationships and training workshops. Up to
12 full-time CSU faculty and staff members are selected by a systemwide
committee from applicants nominated by the presidents of the campuses. The
chosen applicants are matched with CSU senior administrators, who agree to
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serve as mentor to the Administrative Fellows for an academic year:' The
mentors provide guidance as well as opportunities to be actively involved in
administration of campus programs. Throughout the year, the fellows attend
workshops which provide additional training on various aspects of higher
education administration.

The program began in the 1978-79 academic year and is now in its tenth year.
It has been effective in increasing the pool of ethnic minority and women
administrators in the CSU. A total of 130 CSU employees have been served by
this program; 58% (75) of the fellows have been faculty members and 421 (55)
have come from staff positions. Of the 120 participants, not including this
year's group, 74, or 62%, have attained upward mobility in academic
administration. Three associate vice presidents, 1 assistant vice president,
8 deans, 12 associate deans, and 2 assistant deans currently in the CSU are
former fellows.

The Affirmative Action Faculty Development Program. The Affirmative Action
Faculty Development Program has also been in place since 1978. The program
has the purpose of providing support to ethnic minority and women faculty to
enhance their opportunities for retention and promotion. Program funds,
currently slightly over $ 1,000,000 per year, are allocated to campuses to
fund research and career development proposals. Campuses make awards in
varying amounts for assigned time to perform research or to prepare
manuscripts for publication, research assistant support, and travel to present
papers at scholarly meetings. Over 1600 awards have been made to faculty
members over the 10 years of the program. Lacking appropriate comparison
groups, it is difficult to assess definitively the effects of the program
except through testimonial reports. However, greater than 80% of the program
participants are still employed by the CSU.

The Disabled Employees Assistive Device Program. The program encourages the
hiring and retention of disabled faculty and staff employees by providing
funds for adaptive equipment (e.g., special chairs, computer enhanced
displays) and auxiliary assistance services (e.g., readers, interpreters).
This program was initiated in 1980-81 and has a current budget of $275,000 per
year, with the increase of $75,000 added just this budget year. The program
currently serves approximately 200 faculty and staff a year. The pattern of
ruquests for assistance has been changing so that requests for auxiliary
assistance has grown to 47% of the total funds requested; in 1981-82, 13% of
the requests were for auxiliary assistance. Thirty-six percent of the
requests for assistance are now repeat requests from the previous year. These
patterns of requests may indicate that some disabilities may be ',coming more
debilitating as the CSU work force ages. The needs served by tnts program may
increase over the next few years.

The Forgivable Loan/Doctoral Incentive Program

This program, funded by the Lottery Revenue Budget at $ 500,000 per year for
three years, is to increase the effectiveness of recruitment of minorities and
women to the CSU faculty. Doctoral students in disciplines which are

underrepresented by minorities and women in the CSU are selected to receive
loans of up to $10,000 per year for up to three years to assist them in
completing their doctoral studies. Upon completion of their doctorates, if
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the students become full-time faculty members in the CSU, their loans will be
forgiven at the rate of 20% per year for 5 years. The program was initiated
in 1987 with 50 awards. The response from the campuses was overwhelming, a
total of 269 doctoral students were sponsored by faculty members for this
program. As a result of the high level of interest in the program, the
program was augmented by $100,000 to increase the number of student funded to
60. Because of the importance of the program for increasing the diversity of
the CSU faculty, an augmentation to fund 40 more doctoral students will be
requested from the 1988-89 Lottery Revenue Fund.
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TABLE 1

TOTAL CSU EMPLOYEES, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL
2======it

1985

FEMALES
ZU======

MALES
========

TOTAL
========

1 987

FEMA LES MALES

WHITE NUMBER 20830 8488 12342 20707 8 595 12112
PERCENT 77.14 31.43 45.71 75.95 31. 53 44.43

BLACK NUMBER 1913 951 962 1954 99 2 962
PERCENT 7.08 ''" 3.52 3.56 7.17 3.6 4 3.53

HISPANIC NUMBER 2169 1014 1155 2328 1138 1190
PERCENT 8.03 3.76 4.28 8.54 4.17 4.36

ASIAN NUMBER 1909 748 1161 2090 845 1245
PERCENT 7.07 2.77 4.30 7.67 3.10 4.57

AM.IND. NUMBER 182 82 100 184 88 96
PERCENT 0.67 0.30 0.37 0.67 0.32 0.35

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 6173 2795 3378 6556 3063 3493
PERCENT 22.86 10.35 12.51 24.05 11.24 12.81

TOTAL NUMBER 27003 11283 15720 27263 11658 1 5605
PERCENT 100.00 41.78 58.22 100.00 42.76 5 7.24
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TABLE 2

TOTAL CSU FACULTY, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL

1985

FEMALES MALES
==="='"=

TOTAL
=1111=

1987

FEMALES MALES

WHITE NUMBER 10182 2432 7750 10063 2528 7535
PERCENT 86.87 20.75 66.12 85.78 21.55 64.23

BLACK NUMBER 298 95 203 326 109'' 217
PERCENT 2.54 0.81 1.73 2.78 0.93 1.85

HISPANIC NUMBER 392 92 300 426 108 318
PERCENT 3.34 0.78 2.56 3.63 0.92 2.71

ASIAN' NUMBER 794 137 657 862 152 710
PERCENT 6.77 1.17 5.61 7.35 1.30 6.05

AM.IND. NUMBER 55 14 41 54 18 36
PERCENT 0.47 0.12 0.35 0.46 0.15 0.31

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 1539 338 1201 1668 387 1281
PERCENT 13.13 2.88 10.25 14.22 3.30 10.92

TOTAL NUMBER 11721 2770 8951 11731 2915 8816
PERCENT 100.00 23.63 76.37 100.00 24.85 75.15
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TABLE 3

TENURED CSU FACULTY, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL
========

1985

FEMALES
====a71==

MALES
========

TOTAL
========

1987

FEMALES MALES
======Xi =MS=XiXIIS

WHITE NUMBER 7766 1507 6259 7578 1522 6056
PERCENT 88.01 17.08 70.93 87.25 17.52 69.73

BLACK NUMBER 218 59 159 222 59, 163
PERCENT 2.47 0.67 1.80 2.56 0.68 1.88

HISPANIC NUMBER 270 52 218 280 56 224
PERCENT 3.06 0.59 2.47 3.22 0.64 2.58

ASIANI NUMBER 530 76 454 565 87 478
PERCENT 6.01 0.86 5.15 6.51 1.00 5.50

AM.IND. NUMBER 40 8 32 40 9 31
PERCENT 0.45 0.09 0.36 0.46 0.10 0.36

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 1058 195 863 1107 211 896
PERCENT 11.99 2.21 9.78 12.75 2.43 10.32

TOTAL NUMBER 8824 1702 7122 8685 1733 6952
PERCENT 100.00 19.29 80.71 100.00 19.95 80.05

5 4;



TABLE 4

CSU TENURE-TRACK FACULTY, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL

1985

FEMALES
=

MALES
=

1987

TOTAL FEMALES
_=

MALES

WHITE NUMBER 1240 430 810 1438 564 874
PERCENT 81.63 28.31 53.32 79.36 31.13 48.23

BLACK NUMBER 41 19 22 66'' 31 35
PERCENT 2.70 1.25 1.45 3.64 1.71 1.93

HISPANIC NUMBER 72 25 47 94 32 62
PERCENT 4.74 1.65 3.09 5.19 1.77 3.42

ASIAN NUMBER 159 33 126 205 42 163
PERCENT 10.47 2.17 8.29 11.31 2.32 9.00

AM. IND. NUMBER 7 3 4 9 5 4
PERCENT 0.46 0.20 0.26 0.50 0.28 0.22

TOT. IN. NUMBER 279 80 199 374 110 264
PERCENT 18.37 5.27 13.10 20.64 6.07 14.57

TOTAL NUMBER 1519 510 1009 1812 674 1138
PERCENT 100.00 33.57 66.43 100.00 37.20 62.80



TABLE 5

CSU TENURED AND TENURE-TRACK FACULTY
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL

1985

FEMALES MALES

1987

TOTAL FEMALES
=== = =

MALES

WHITE NUMBER 9006 1937 7069 9016 2086 6930
PERCENT 87.07 18.73 68.35 85.89 19.87 66.02

BLACK NUMBER 259 78 181 288'4 90 198
PERCENT 2.50 0.75 1.75 2.74 0.86 1.89

HISPANIC NUMBER 342 77 265 374 88 286
PERCENT 3.31 0.74 2.56 3.56 0.84 2.72

ASIAN NUMBER 689 109 580 770 .29 641
PERCENT 6.66 1.05 5.61 7.34 1.23 6.11

AM.IND. NUMBER 47 11 36 49 14 35
PERCENT 0.45 0.11 0.35 0.47 0.13 0.33

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 1337 275 1062 1481 321 1160
PERCENT 12.93 2.66 10.27 14.11 3.06 11.05

TOTAL NUMBER 10343 2212 8131 10497 2407 8090
PERCENT 100.00 21.39 78.61 100.00 22.93 77.07



TABLE 6

TOTAL CSU LECTURERS, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL

1985

FEMALES
=
MALES
=

TOTAL

1987

FEMALES MALES

WHITE NUMBER 1176 435 681 1047 442 605
PERCENT 85.34 35.92 49.42 84.85 35.82 49.03

BLACK NUMBER 39 17 22 38 19 19
PERCENT 2.83 1.23 1.60 3.08 1.54 1.54

HISPANIC NUMBER 50 15 35 52 20 32
PERCENT 3.63 1.09 2.54 4.21 1.62 2.59

ASIAN NUMBER 105 28 77 92 23 69
PERCENT 7.62 2.03 5.59 7.46 1.86 5.59

AM.IND. NUMBER 8 3 5 5 4 1
PERCENT 0.58 0.22 0.36 0.41 0.32 0.08

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 202 63 139 187 66 121
PERCENT 14.66 4.57 10.09 15.15 5.35 9.81

TOTAL NUMBER 1378 558 820 1234 508 726
PERCENT 100.00 40.49 59.51 100.00 41.17 58.83
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Table 7

CSU F1/1.-TDEFACULIY BY TEMA STATUS, SE1 AND ETHNICITY: 1975-1987

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 1985 1987

TOTAL Forum MMES TOTA FFNALFS HALES TOTAL FAXES WUS TOTAL EMUS MIS TOTAL FEMALES MALES TOTAL FEA1LES MALES TIM FEMALES MALESa=-,t

WHIM HABER 10288 2054 8234 10504 2111 8393 10210 2134 8076 10291 2237 8054 10063 2269 7794 10182 2432 7750 10063
PERCENT 90.03 17.97 72.06 89.18 17.92 71.25 88.56 18.51 70.05 88.05 19.14 68.91 87.49 19.73 67.76 86.87 20.75 66.12 85.78

6LP3( WEER 311 94 217 324 -99 225 314- 96 218 298 92 206 299 87 212 291 95 203 326
PECI:ENT 2.72 0.82 1.90 2.75 0.84 1.91 2.72 0.83 1.89 2.55 0.79 1.76 2.60 0.76 1.84 2.54 0.81 1.73 2.78

HMPANIDIMMBER 315 71 244 329 77 252 341 86 255 355 89 266 369 78 291 392 92 300 426
PERCENT 2.76 0.62 2.14 2.79 0.65 2.14 2.96 0.75 2.21 3.04 0.76 2.28 3.21 0.68 2.53 3.34 0.78 2.56 3.63

TOTAL, ALL

FAC111Y ASIA/ MEER 450 84 366 575 90 465 614 94 520 696 129 567 721 121 600 794 137 657 862
PERCENT 3.94 0.74 3.20 4.88 0.76 4.12 5.33 0.6? 4.51 5.55 1.10 4.85 6.27 1.05 5.22 0.77 1.17 5.61 7.35

AM.IND. NUMBER 63 11 52 47 11 36 50 9 41 48 9 39 50 19 31 ti 14 41 54
PERCENT 0.55 0.10 0.46 0.40 0.09 0.31 0.43 0.08 0.36 0.41 0.08 0.33 0.43 0.17 0.27 0.47 0.12 0.35 0.46

.

10T.MIN. liseER 1139 260 879 1275 277 998 1319 285 1034 1397 319 1078 1439 305 1134 1539 338 1201 1668
FERC14T 9.97 2.28 7.69 10.82 2.35 8.47 11.44 2.47 8.97 11.95 2.73 9.22 12.51 2.65 9.86 13.13 2.88 10.25 14.22

TOTAL UMBER 11427 2314 9113 11779 2388 9391 11529 2419 9110 11688 2556 9132 11502 2574 8528 11721 2770 8951 11731

PERCENT 100.00 20.25 79.75 100.00 20.27 79.73 100.00 20.50 79.02 100.00 21.87 78.13 100.00 22.38 77.62 100.00 23.63 76.37 100.00

60

2528 7535

21.55 64.23

109 217

0.93 1.85

108 318

0.92 2.71

152 710

1.30 6.05

18 36

0.15 0.31

387 1281

3.30 10.92

2915 8816

24.85 75.15

6 1



Table 8

CSU FILL-TINE FACULTY BY TENURE STATUS, SEX AMU ETHNICITY: 1915 -1387

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 1985 1987

TOTAL FEMALES MALES TOTAL FEMALES NALES=- TOTAL FEMALES NALES TOTAL FENALER MALES

===21
TOTAL FEMALES NUS TOTAL MIXES MALES TOTAL FEMALES NUS

WHITE RLFECI 7511 1221 6290

=
7883 1343 6540 8143 1424 6715 8081 1472 6609 7802 1483 6319 7766 1507 6259 7578 1522 6056

PERCENT 92.92 15.11 77.82 90.95 15.50 75.46 90.02 15.79 74.?3 69.40 16.23 73.12 68.55 16.83 71.72 88.01 17.08 70.93 87.25 17.52 69.73

SLACK ILICEA 119 25 94 172 45 127 201 51 150 218 60 158 218 ipJ 158 218 59 159 222 59 163

1E 111T 1.47 0.31 1.16 1.98 0.52 1.47 2.22 0.56 1.66 2.41 0.66 1.75 2.47 0.68 1.79 2.47 0.67 1.80 2.56 0.68 1.88

HISPANIC WEER 124 19 105 173 27 146 205 41 164 218 46 172 249 45 204 270 52 218 280 56 224
PERCENT 1.53 0.24 1.30 2.00 0.31 1.68 2.27 0.45 1.81 2.41 0.51 1.90 2.83 0.51 2.32 3.06 0.59 2.47 3.22 0.64 2.58

TENURED ASIAN ?t13o 294 34 260 416 52 364 468 66 400 493 81 412 504 65 439 530 76 454 565 87 476
PERCENT 3.E4 0.42 3.22 4.80 0.60 4.20 5.17 0.75 4.42 5.45 0.90 4.56 5.72 0.74 4.98 6.01 0.86 5.15 6.51 1.00 5.50

AN.IND. AMER 35 4 31 23 3 20 29 3 26 29 3 26 38 12 26 40 8 32 40 9 31

PERCENT 0.43 0.05 0.38 0.27 0.03 0.23 0.32 0.03 0.29 0.32 0.03 0.29 0.43 0.14 0.30 0.45 0.09 0.36 0.46 0.10 0.36

T0T.NIN. /6119f-A 572 82 490 784 127 657 903 163 740 958 190 768 1009 182 827 1058 195 863 1107 211 896
PERCENT 7.08 1.01 6.06 9.05 1.47 7.58 9.98 1.60 8.18 10.60 2.10 8.50 11.45 2.07 9.39 11.99 2.21 9.78 12-75 2.43 10.32

TOTAL MIER 8083 1303 6780 8667 1470 7197 9046 1551 7455 9039 1662 7377 8811 1665 7146 8824 1702 7122 8685 1733 6952
PERCENT 100.00 16.12 83.88 mm 16.96 83.04 MA 17.59 82.41 MA 1839 81.61 100.00 18.90 81.10 MA 19.e5 80.71 MA 19.95 80.05

WHITE WIER 1757 512 1245 1384 366 998 1121 32.3 798 1127 358 769 1128 364 764 -1240 430 810 1438 564 874
4.4X?11 82.64 24.08 58.56 82.04 22.86 59.16 81.59 23.51 58.08 82.58 26.17 56.21 82.28 26.55 55.73 81.63 28.31 53.32 79.36 31.13 48.23

BLACK /MIER 131 44 87 106 43 63 71 29 42 49 17 32 51 14 37 41 19 22 65 31 35
PERCENT 6.16 2.07 4.09 6.28 2.55 3.73 5.17 2.11 3.06 3.58 1.24 2.34 3./2 1.02 2.70 2.70 1.25 1.45 3.64 1.71 1.93

HISPANIC HUMBER 125 34 91 88 30 58 B2 26 56 73 18 55 63 13 50 72 25 47 94 32 62
ACCENT 5.88 1.60 4.28 5.22 1.78 3.44 5.97 1.89 4.08 5.34 1.32 4.02 4.60 0.95 3.65 4.74 1.65 3.09 5.13 1.77 3.42

TEICRE ASIAK ODER 102 38 64 97 28 69 86 19 67 107 21 86 124 32 92 159 33 i25 205 42 163MO PERCENT 4.80 1.79 3.01 5.75 1.66 4.09 6.26 1.38 4.88 7.82 1.54 6.29 9.04 2.33 6.71 10.47 2.17 8.29 11.31 2.32 9.00

M.110. IDLER 11 2 9 12 3 9 14 5 9 12 4 8 5 3 2 7 3 4 9 5 4

TEXENT 0.52 0.09 0.42 0.71 0.18 0.53 1.02 0.36 0.66 0.88 0.29, 0.58 0.36 0.22 0.15 0.46 0.20 0.26 0.50 0.28 0.22

T01.NIN. RIXsIR 369 118 251 303 104 199 253 79 174 241 60 181 243 62 181 279 80 199 374 110 264

fiRCENT 17.36 5.55 11.81 17.96 .6.16 11.80 18.41 5.75 12.66 17.62 4.39 13.23 17.72 4.52 13.20 18.37 5.27 13.10 20.64 6.07 14.57

TOTAL RUNBEA 2126 630 1456 1687 490 1197 1374 402 972 1368 418 950 1371 426 945 1519 510 1009 1612 674 1138

MMIT 100.00 29.63 70.37 MA AM 70.95 MA Ma 70.74 MA 30.56 69.44 MA 31.07 68.93 100.00 33.57 66.43 MA 37.20 62.80
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CSU ALL -TIME FACULTY BY TIME STATUS, SEX AND EHITICITY: 1975-1987

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 1985 1987

TOTAL FEMALES MALES TOTAL= FEMALES MIS1= TOTAL FEMALES MIS TOTAL FEMALES MALES

====a s=z=zat
TOTAL FEMALES MALES

17:1r=a1.11 =L=
TOTAL= FEMALES MALES TOTAL

CY= "Z ==.11%
FDIMIS MALES=

WHITE MIER 1020 321 699 1237 382 855

===.2

946 383 563 1083 407 676 1133 422 711 1176 495 681 1047 442 605
PERCENT 83.74 26.35 57.39 86.81 26.81 60.00 65.30 34.54 50.77 84.54 31.77 52.77 85.83 31.97 53.86 85.34 35.92 49.42 84.85 35.82 49.03

BLACK MISER 61 25 36 46 11 35 42 16 26 31 15 16 30 13 17 39 17 22 38 19 19
PERCENT 5.01 2.05 2.96 3.23 0.77 2.46 3.79 1.44 2.34 2.42 1.17 1.25 2.27 0.98 1.29 2.83 1.23 1.60 3.08 1.54 1.54

HISPANIC. AMBER 66 18 AB 68 20 48 54 19 35 64 25 39 57 20 37 50 15 35 52 20 32
PERCENT 5.42 1.48 3.94 4.77 1.40 3.37 4.87 1.71 3.16 5.00 1.95 3.04 4.32 1.52 2.80 3.63 1.09 2.54 4.21 1.62 2.59

LECTURERS 1151471 AMBER 54 12 42 62 10 52 60 7 53 96 27 69 93 24 69 105 28 77 92 23 69
PERCENT 4.43 0.99 3.45 4.35 0.70 3.65 5.41 0.63 4.78 7.49 2.11 5.39 7.05 1.82 5.23 7.62 2.03 5.59 7.46 1.86 5.59

AM.IND. MISER 17 5 12 12 5 7 7 I 6 7 2 5 7 4 3 8 3 5 5 4 1

PERCENT 1.40 0.41 0.99 0.84 0.35 0.49 0.63 0.09 0.54 0.55 0.16 0.39 0.53 0.30 0.23 0.58 0.22 0.36 0.41 0.32 0.08

107.111lt WEBER I98 60 138 188 46 142 163 43 120 198 69 129 187 61 126 202 63 139 187 66 -121
PERCENT 16.26 4.93 11.33 13.19 3.23 9.96 14.70 3.88 10.82 15.46 5.39 10.07 14.17 4.62 9.55 -14,66 4.57 10.09 15.15 5.35 9.81

TOTAL NUMBER 1218 381 837 1425 428 997 1109 426 683 1281 476 805 1320 483 837 1378 558 820 1234 508 726
PERCENT 100.00 31.28 68.72 100.00 30.04- 69.96 100.00 38.41 61.59 100.00 37.16 62.84 100.00 36.59 63.41 100.00 40.49 59.51 100.00 41.17 58.83

WHITE USER 9268 1733 7535 9267 1729 7533 9264 1751 7513 9208 1830 7378 8930 1847 7083 9006 1937 7069 9016 2086 6930
PERCENT 90.78 16.98 73.81 89.50 16.70 72.60 88.91 16.80 72.10 88.48 17.58 70.89 87.70 18.14 69.56 87.07 18.73 68.35 85.69 19.87 66.02

BLACK NJABER 250 69 181 278 68 190 272 80 192 267 77 190 269 74 195 259 78 181 288 90 198
PERCENT 2.45 0.68 1.77 2.68 0.65 1.84 2.61 0.77 1.e4 2.57 0,74 1.83 2.64 0.73 1.92 2.50 0.75 1.75 2.74 0.86 1.89

HISPANIC WIN8EA 249 53 1% 261 57 204 287 67 220 291 64 227 312 58 254 342 77 265 374 88 286
PERCENT 2.44 0.52 1.92 2.52 0.55 1.97 2.75 0.64 2.11 2.80 0.61 2.18 3.06 0.57 2.49 3.31 0.74 2.56 3.56 0.84 2.72

TENURED

TENURE ASIAW NURSER 396 72 324 513 60 433 554 87 467 600 102 498 628 97 531 689 109 580 770 129 641
TRACK PERCENT 3.88 0.71 3.17 4.95 0.77 4.18 5.32 0.83 4.48 5.77 0.98 4.79 6.17 0.95 5.22 6.66 1.05 5.61 7.34 1.23 6.11

AK. IND. NUKBER 46 6 40 35 6 29 43 8 35 41 7 34 43 15 28 47 II 36 49 14 35
PERCENT 0.45 0.06 0.39 0.34 0.06 0.28 0.41 0.08 0.34 0.39 0.07 0.33 0.42 0.15 0.27 0.45 0.11 0.35 0.47 0.13 0.33

107.8111. MAHER 941 200 741 1087 231 Ea 1156 242 914 1199 250 949 1252 244 1008 1337 275 1062 1481 321 1160
PERCENT 9.22 1.96 7.26 10.50 2.23 8.27 11.09 2.32 8.71 11.52 2.40 9.12 12.30 2.40 9.90 12.93 2.66 10.27 14.11 3.06 11.05

TOTAL. RIMER 10203 1933 8276 10354 1960 8394 10420 1993 8421 10407 2080 8327 10182 2091 8091 10343 2212 8131 10497 2407 8090
PERCENT 100.00 18.93 81.01 100.00 18.93 61.07 100.00 19.13 80.87 100.00 19.99 80.01 100.00 20.54 79.46 100.00 21.39 78.61 100.00 22.93 77.07
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TABLE 10

TOTAL CSU STAFF, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL

1985

FEMALES. _MALES

1987

TOTAL FEMALES MALES
= = = =a =n= ======== =======ss

WHITE HUMBER 10648 6056 4592 10644 6067 4577
PERCENT 69.68 39.63 30.05 68.53 39.06 29.47

BLACK NUMBER 1615 856 759 1628 883 745
PERCENT 10.57 5.60 4.97 10.48 5.69 4.80

HISPANIC.. NUMBER 1777 922 855 1902 1030 872
PERCENT 11.63 6.03 5.59 12.25 6.63 5.61

ASIAN NUMBER 1115 611 504 1228 693 535
PERCENT 7.30 4.00 3.30 7.91 4.46 3.44

AM.IND. NUMBER 127 68 59 130 70 60
PERCENT 0.83 0.44 0.39 0.84 0.45 0.39

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 4634 2457 2177 4888 2676 2212
PERCENT 30.32 16.08 14.25 31.47 17.23 14.24

TOTAL NUMBER 15282 8513 6769 15532 8743 6789
PERCENT 100.00 55.71 44.29 100.00 56.29 43.71-
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TABLE 11

EXECUTIVES, ADMINISTRATORS & MANAGERS, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL
========

1985

FEMALES
========

MALES
========

TOTAL
====u=s=

1987

FEMALES
mm======

MALES
=lisustausta

WHITE NUMBER 1852 631 1221 1852 630 1222
PERCENT 80.31 27.36 52.95 79.38 27.00 52.38

BLACK NUMBER 191 53 138 210 73 137
PERCENT 8.28 2.30 5.98 9.00 3.13 5.87

HISPANIC NUMBER 146 37 109 147 43 104
PERCENT 6.33 1.60 4.73 6.30 1.84 4.46

ASIAN. NUMBER 101 47 54 110 51 59
PERCENT 4.38 2.04 2.34 4.71 2.19 2.53

AM.IND. NUMBER 16 7 9 14 9 5
PERCENT 0.69 0.30 0.39 0.60 0.39 0.21

TOT. IN. NUMBER 454 144 310 481 176 305
PERCENT 19.69 6.24 13.44 20.62 7.54 13.07

TOTAL NUMBER 2306 775 1531 2333 806 1527
PERCENT 100.00 33.61 66.39 100.00 34.55 65.45
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TABLE 12

PROFESSIONAL, NON-FACULTY STAFF, 1S°5-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

1985 1987

TOTAL
========

FEMALES
= =a

MALES
=2;======

TOTAL
=MUSIC=

FEMALES
XUUM7t=7412

MALES
i UUUUU Xi

WHITE NUMBER 2257 1248 1009 2397 £345 1052
PERCENT 74.91 41.42 33.49 73.26 41.11 32.15

BLACK NUMBER 237 120 117 269 138 131
PERCENT 7.87 3.98 3.88 8.22 4.22 4.00

HISPANIC % NUMBER 260 126 134 300 158 142
PERCENT 8.63 4.18 4.45 9.17 4.83 4.34

ASIAN NUMBER 233 138 95 280 169 Ji1
PERCENT 7.73 4.58 3.15 8.56 5.17 3.39

AM.IND. NUMBER 26 14 12 26 14 12
PERCENT 0.86 0.46 0 40 0.79 0.43 0.37

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 756 398 358 875 479 396
PERCENT 25.09 13.21 11.88 26.74 14.64 12.10'

TOTAL NUMBER 3013 1646 1367 3272 1824 1448
PERCENT 100.00 54.63 45.37 100.00 55.75 44.25
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TABLE 13

SECRETARIAL/CLERICAL STAFF, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL

1985

FEMALES MALES TOTAL
=====

1987

FEMALES MALES
=

WHITE NUMBER 1044 2880 164 2897 2744 153
PERCENT 69.31 65.57 3.73 67.45 63.89 3.56

BLACK NUMBER 432 396 36 424 382 42
PERCENT 9.84 9.02 0.82 9.87 8.89 0.98

HISPANIC NUMBER 583 543 40 615 576 39
PERCENT 13.27 12.36 0.91 14.32 13.41 0.91

ASIAN NUMBER 296 268 28 327 295 32
PERCENT 6.74 6.10 0.64 7.61 6.87 0.75

AM.IND. NUMBER 37 33 4 32 29 3
PERCENT 0.84 0.75 0.09 0.75 0.68 0.07

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 1348 1240 108 1398 1282 116
PERCENT 30.69 28.23 2.46 32.55 29.85 2.70

TOTAL NUMBER 4392 4120 272 4295 4026 269
PERCENT 100.00 93.81 6.19 100.00 93.74 6.26



TABLE 14

TECHNICAL/PARAPROFESSIONAL STAFF, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL
=

1985

FEMALES MALES TOTAL
========

1987

FEMALES
========

MALES
,:zr======

WHITE NUMBER 2062 1065 997 2127 1122 1005
PERCENT 74.95 38.71 36.24 73.62 38.84 34.79

BLACK NUMBER 207 126 81 :220 137 83
PERCENT 7.52 4.58 2.94 7.62 4.74 2.87

'IISPANIC NUMBER 233 133 100 259 152 107
PERCENT 8.47 4.83 3 64 8.97 5.26 3.70

ASIAN NUMBER 230 120 110 257 138 119
PERCENT 8.36 4.36 4.00 8.90 4.78 4.12

APLIND. NUMBER 19 12 7 26 16 10
PERCENT 0.69 0.44 0.25 0.90 0.55 0.35

TOT. MIN. NUMBER 689 391 298 762 443 319
PERCENT 25.05 14.21 10.83 26.38 15.33 11.04

TOTAL NUMBER 2751 1456 1295 2889 1565 1324
PERCENT 100.00 52.93 47.07 100.00 54.17 45.83
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TABLE 15

SKILLED CRAFTS EMPLOYEES, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL

1985

FEMALES MALES TOTAL
=

1987

FEMALES MALES

WHITE NUMBER 572 5 567 544 9 535
PERCENT 69.25 0.61 68.64 67.08 1.11 65.97

BLACK NUMBER 79 1 78 77 1 76
PERCENT 9.56 0.12 9.44 9.49 O. 12 9.37

HISPANIC : NUMBER 116 1 115 126 1 125
PERCENT 14.04 0.12 13.92 15.54 0.12 15.41

ASIAN NUMBER 51 0 51 53 0 53
PERCENT 6.17 0.00 6.17 6.54 0.00 6.54

AM.IND. NUMBER 8 0 a 11 0 11
PERCENT 0.97 0.00 0.97 1.36 0.00 1.36

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 254 2 252 267 2 265
PERCENT 30.75 0.24 30.51 32.92 0.25 32.68

TOTAL NUMBER 826 7 819 811 11 800
PERCENT 100.00 0.85 99.15 100.00 1.36 98.64
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TABLE 16

SERVICE/MAINTENANCE STAFF, 1985-1987
BY SEX AND ETHNICITY

TOTAL

1985

FEMALES
=

MALES TOTAL
-===... .*

1987

FEMALES
====* =*

MALES
=

WHITE NUMBER 861 227 634 827 217 610
PERCENT 43.18 11.38 31.80 42.81 11.23 31.57

BLACK NUMBER 469 160 309 428 152 276
PERCENT 23.52 8.02 15.50 22.15 7.87 14.29

HISPANIC' NUMBER 439 82 357 455 100 355
PERCENT 22.02 4.11 17.90 23.55 5.18 13.37

ASIAN NUMBER 204 38 166 201 40 161
PERCENT 10.23 1.91 8.32 10.40 2.07 8.33

AM.IND. NUMBER 21 2 19 21 2 19
PERCENT 1.05 0.10 0.95 1.09 0.10 0.98

TOT.MIN. NUMBER 1133 282 851 1105 294 811
PERCENT 56.82 14.14 42.68 57.19 15.22 41.98

TOTAL NUMBER 1994 509 1485 1932 511 1421
PERCENT 100.00 25.53 74.47 100.00 26.45 73.55
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TABLE 17
CCU FULL-TINE STAFF BY SEX AND ETHNICITY: 1975-1967

1975 1977 1979 1581 1983 1985 1987

TOTAL MALES HALES TOTAL FEIRES MALES TOTAL FENAIES MALES TOTAL FE%&ES MALES TOTAL FINALES MALES 70TAL FEMALES MALES TOTAL MALES MIS

WRITE NIGER

PERCENT

10918

75.84

5752

39.96

5166

35.66

10791

73.87

5900

40.39

4831

33.48

10386

73.03

5759

40.49

4627

32.53

10436

70.72

5618

33.43

4618

31.30

9915

69.98

:573

39.34

4342

30.65

10648

69.68

6056

39.63

4592

'..30.05

10644

68.53

6067

39.06

4577

29.47

BUCK AMER 1445 662 763 1479 716 763 1444 709 735 1578 782 7% 1523 762 7:1 1615 856 759 1628 883 745
PERCENT 10.04 4.60 5.44 10.12 4.90 5.22 10.15 4.99 5.17 10.69 5.30 5.39 10.75 5.52 5.23 10.57 5.60 4.97 10.48 5.69 4.80

141SPA11C NIGER 1224 550 674 1389 657 732 1413 685 ?20 1647 820 327 1654 842 812 1777 922 855 1902 1030 872
PERCENT 8.50 3.82 4.68 9.51 4.50 5.01 9.94 4.82 5.12 11.16 5,15 5.60 11.67 5.94 5.73 11.63 6.03 5.59 12.25 6.63 5.61

TOTAL,ALL

STAFF PSIAN NIGER 665 353 312 847 464 383 857 457 400 977 527 450 968 511 457 1115 611 504 1228 693 535
PERCENT 4.52 2.45 2.17 5.80 3.18 2.62 6.03 3.21 2.81 6.62 3.57 3.05 6.83 3.61 3.23 7.30 4.00 3.30 7.91 4.46 3.44

WIRD. FIXER 144 68 76 103 40 63 122 62 60 118 56 62 108 54 54 127 68 59 130 70 60
PERCENT 1.00 0.47 0.53 0.71 0.27 0.43 0.86 0.44 0.42 0.80 0.39 0.42 0.76 0.38 0.38 0.83 0.44 0.39 0.84 0.45 0.39

707.NIN. 1118E8 3478 1633 1845 3818 1877 1941 3836 1913 1923 4320 2165 2135 4253 2169 2064 4634 2457 2177 4888 2675 2212
PERCENT 24.16 11.34 12.82 26.13 12.65 13.29 26.97 13.45 13.52 23.28 14.61 14.47 30.02 15.45 14.57 30.32 16.08 14.25 31.47 17.23 14.24

707AL WEER 14396 7385 7011 14609 7777 6832 14222 7672 6550 14756 6003 6753 14169 7762 6406 15282 8513 6769 15532 8743 6789
PERCENT 100.00 51.30 48.70 100.00 53,23 46.77 100.00 53.94 46.06 100.00 54.24 45.76 100.00 54.79 45.21 100.00 55.71 44.29 100.00 56.29 43.71
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

AB605 REPORT

I. INTRODUCTION

Under Section 65903.1 of the State Education Code (Assembly Bill No.605), the
University of California is required to submit on a biennial basis to the
rAlifornia Postsecondary Education (=mission a report on the representation and
utilization of minorities and women among its academic, administrative and other
employees. In addition, the University is required to provide narrative
evaluations of its affirmative action progress.

The purpose of this report is to canplv with AB605 by providing information which
describes the University's statistica.. progress as well as its initiatives in
affirmative action, as of 1987.

II. ACADEMIC AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

A. Academic Employees: A Statistical Profile
This section discusses the data presented in Tables II-1, 11-2, and 11-3. Table
II-1 illustrates changes between 1977 and 1987 in the number and proportion of
minorities and warren among full-time UC academic employees, including ladder rank
(professors, associate professor, assistant professor, and lecturers with
security-of-employment), and nonladder rank faculty.

During this time period, women gained representation in all ranks, advancing from
679 (10.2 per cent) to 1,036 (14.4 percent) among the 1AMPr ranks, and from
1e698 (25.3 percent) to 1,959 (32.0 percent) among the nanladder ranks. Among
minority groups, Asian men made the most gains, from 274 (4.1 percent) to 416
(5.8 percent) among the ladder ranks, and from 434 (6.5 percent) to 528 (8.6
percent) among the nonladder ranks. Other minority groups, however, have made
only slight progress. Among the lAdrigtr ranks, black males have barely changed
from 99 (1.5 percent) to 101 (1.4 percent), labile Hispanic males have increased
from 146 (2.2 percent) to 189 (2.6 percent). However, among the tenured faculty,
black males increased from 56 (1.1 percent) to 85 (1.4 percent), and Hispanic
males fran 79 (1.6 percent) to 145 (2.4 percent). These gains represent
advancement into the tenured ranks of assistant professors hired prior to 1980.
Among assistant professors, representation of black and Hispanic males has
declined fran 40 (2.7 percent) to 11 (1.0 percent), and from 63 (4.2 percent) to
39 (3.6 percent), respectively. The numbers of Asian, Hispanic and black warren
among the ladder ranks have increased slightly, but their representation remains
low. In 1987, there were 63 (0.9 percent) Asian warren, 48 (0.7 percent) Hispanic
women, and 29 (0.4 percent) black women.

Table 11-2 presents a summary of the changes in number and representation of
women and minorities among the ladder rank faculty betomen 1977 and 1987. Among
full professors, the total number during this period increased from 3,454 to
4,627; the number of women increased from 142 to 368; and the number of
minorities increased fran 245 to 436. The representation of women increased from
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4.1 percent to 8.0 percent. Among associate professors, the number of faculty
declined from 1,565 to 1,393, a decrease of 11.0 percent. In spite of this, the
nuthber of women associate professors increased from 159 to 310, and the number of
minority associate professors increased from 138 to 188. The representation of
women associate professors increased from 10.2 percent to 22.3 percent, and the
representation of minority associate professes increased foam 8.8 percent to
1-.5 percent. Finally, the representation of waren assistant professors
increased from 22.6 percent to 29.1 percent, and the representation of minority
assistant professors increased from 14.7 percent to 20.0 percent.

Table 11-3 presents data regarding new appointments to the ladder rank faculty
for the years 1985-86 and 1986-87. A total of 679 appointments were made to the
laddPr rank faculty, including 85 minority male professors (12.5 percent), 29
minority female professors (4.3 percent), and 134 white female professors (19.7
percent). Among minorities, Asian males received 53 appointments, representing
7.8 percent of the new hires. Nine black women, and 8 black man received
appointments, representing 2.5 percent of the new hires. A total of 134 white
Women received appointments (19.7 percent) with 100 hired as assistant
professors, representing 24.6 percent of the total number of new of
assistant professors.

B. Academic Affirmative Action: Narrative Evaluations
The Untiversityof CAliforr' as initiated academic affirmative actions programs
to improve the rermesentat of minorities and women on the ladder rank faculty.
Mile these programs are not sufficiently nature to permit a comprehensive
evaluation of their effectiveness, same indications of success are available.
The programs range from outreach to prospective minority graduate students to
encourage their pursuit of academic careers to postdoctoral fellowships that aim
to increase the competitiveness of minority and women candidates for faculty
positions. Four programs will be described and their impact assessed.

1. Graduate Outreach. Active recruitment and early introduction to the rewards
of research and scholarship, along with financial support for graduate study, are
essential to attract minority and women students into careers as faculty,
particularly in certain academic areas. Minority students and women tend to
gravitate toward professional programs especially in law, business and medicine.
For example in 1)86, among University graduate students, only 31 blacks and 47
Chicanos were enrolled in graduate studies in the life sciences, as cowered to
153 blacks and 166 Chicanos enrolled in law; among women, only 51 Ph.D. degrees
were awarded in the physical sciences, as compared to 302 J.D. degrees.

Until 1986, Office of the President support for outreach to increase the
enrollment of minority and women graduate students was a small portion of the
University's efforts, with only $150,000 distributed among the nine camnuses.
These funds were used to supplement campus support "of faculty- and staff
recruitment travel, prospective student visits to the camnus, cooperative
relationships among faculty and administrators of the University of California,
California State University and other campuses, and student workshops and
conference.

In 1986-87, with the addition of $200,000 in State and University funds, outreach
efforts were intensified. host of the additional funds were used to establish
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summer research internship programs, designed to attract and prepare talented
minority and women undergraduates from the University of ctifornia, the
california State Universities, as well as out-of-state institutions for graduate
study at UC. These programs were initiates in the smiler of 1987 at seven of the
nine camouses. Follow -up with the 76 students enrolled in these programs is
expected to have an impact on new graduate enrollments. Participating students
were from UC, CSU, and other czamouses and included 38 (50 percent) in math and
science, 36 (47 percent) in the social sciences, and 2 (:) percent) in humanities.
There were 32 blacks, 33 Hispanics, 3 Asians, 3 American Indians, and 5
Filipinos. Since 1985, the San Francisco campus has enrolled a total of 21
students in a summer research internship program, and 11 of these students have
since enrolled in a UC graduate program. These results suggest that this kind of
program can succeed, in preparing students for successful competition in the
difficult selection process for admission to graduate study at the University of

2: research Assistantship/Mentorship Proormn. Once enrolled, graduate students
require financial support and encouragement. In addition, faculty nentorship, a
crucial component of academic success, is essential. The Research
Assistantship/Mentorship program provides both of these essential canpanents to
minority and Walen graduate students.

The University has supported this program since 1984-85. It provides for the
development of advanced research skills and academic career development. In
addition an emphasis on nentorship in this and other UC academic affirmative
action pLogLam draws upon research that demonstrates the positive effects of
faculty nentoring on the attainment of professional and academic career goals.
Under faculty mentorship, students enjoy the benefits of professional
socialization as well as the acquisition of campetence. Supported by $500,000 in
State funds (increased to $610,000 in 1987-88), approximately 50 students across
the nine campuses annually participate in this program as half-time research
assistants. Awards are tailored to the academic workload and financial needs of
the students.

To determine the impact of this program on the acquisition of skills, and the
academic career commitment of the students involved, a survey was distributed to
all students and facultymemters who participited in the program during the 1984-
85 and 1985-86 academic years. Among the mentors, 86 percent expressed
satisfaction with the program. Student participants responded that the program
provided support and guidance toward the =pietism of their graduate studies,
and reinforced their career goals in University teaching and research.

3. Dissertation-Year Fellowships. To enable minority and women Ph.D. degree
candidates who demonstrate academic promise to devote full attention to the
completion of their doctoral dissertations, the University offers dissertation-
year awards that carry a stipend of $12,000, plus $500 for research expenses.
This program was initiated in. 1986-87 with $200,-,J0 in State and University
funds. Seventeen Ph.D. degree candidates, at least one from each of the nine
campuses, were selected for awards in 1986-87 on the ba...is of their high
potential for acadeafx careers and their satisfactory progress towards completion
of all Ph.D. degree requirements. Award recipients inc? uded 7 blacks (3 men and
4 women), 9 Hispanics (3 men and 6 women), and 1 American Indian man. Their
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Ph.D. disciplines encompassed the physical sciences (2), life sciences (3),
social sciences (4), history (3), and humanities (5).

With increased funding, (an additional $200,000 in State funds was provided in
1967-88), the number of award recipients has since increased to 32. The 1987-88
recipients include 7 blacks (7 men and 5 women), la Hispanics (8 nen and 6
women) , 2 Asian women 2 American Indians (1 man and 1 woman) , 1 Filipino man,
and 6 white warren. Their Ph.D. disciplines encompass mathematics and science
(16), social sciences (9), and hunenities (7).

Program evaluation guidelines call for each campus to maintain records on all
dissertation award recipients, and for the Office of the President to make
available the curriculum vitae of these outstanding University Ph.D. degree
holders for purposes of faculty recruitment.

4. The President's Fellowship. Tb increase the competitiveness of outstanding
minority and women Ph.D. degree holders for faculty appointment at the University
of California and other major researcn institutions, the University has
established a ptcgram that provides postdoctoral research fellowships. Amards
are for one year with renewal for a second year pending demonstration of
satisfactory progress. A major feature of this program is mentorship by
University of California faculty. Selection criteria include the merits of the
candidate's research project, the quality of mentorship support, and :,..*-ters of
recommendation. Fellows receive a stipend ranging from $22, 000 to $28,000, a
research allowance of $4,000, health benefits, and reimbursement of intercampus
travel expenses (up to $500) to deliver papers, or participate in conferences.

Funding of the program has grown from $500,000 in 1984-85 to $993,000 (in State
and U .oacalty funds) for 1987-88. An indication of the program's aLL.Lactiveness
and the success of program publicity is the increase in the number of applicants
fran 137 (1985-86) to 243 (1987-88), including an increase in the number of non-
UC applicants fran 56 to 140. The number and percentage of nCnority applicants
has also substantial increased, fran 47 (34 percent) in 1985-86 to 102 (42
percent) in 1987-88.

Fruit 18 postdoctoral fellows selected in 1985-86, the program has grown to 44
fellows (25 new fellows and 19 renewals) in 1987-88. The 25 new fellows include
9 minority men, 8 minority women, and 8 white women. The minorities include 9
blacks (6 men and 3 we men) 7 Hispanic; (3 men and 4 women) , and 1 Asian woman.
There are 3 fellows in mathematics, 6 in physical sciences, 9 in life sciences, 5
in social sciences, and 2 in humanities. A brochure that includes a brief
bibliography of each of the fellows has been distributed to all Academic Vice
Chancellors, and both the systemwide Program Advisory Committee and the
University Senate Camaittee on Affirmative action have assisted in disseminating
information to appropriate department chairs to encourage recruitment of the
President's Fellows for faculty appointments.

While it is too soon to aszess the President's Fellowship Program in terms of its
impact on faculty hiring, there is no doubt that the program is increasing the
pool of qualified minority and woven candidates available for faculty
appointments at the University of California and other major research
universities.
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In addition to the four affirmative action programs described above, most
camruses employ special recruitment strategies to facilitate the hiring of
minority and women faculty. One of these is the Targets of Opportunity for
Diversity Program. Under this program campuses make available a special faculty
position and encourage departments to identify highly qualified minorities and
women who would be excellent candidates for faculty appointment. Candidates
identified through the Targets of Opportunity Program then undergo the customary
rigorous evaluation and review that maintains the University's standa;:ds of
excellence. Other than a waiver of the formal seemill:ecudrement, the Targets of
Opportunity recruitment process thus follows all formal requirements of academic
peer review.

The total number of faculty members hired through this program has grown from 7
appointed in 1982-83 to a total of 66, as of 1985-86, with 10 appointments
pending The 66 faculty members appointed include 18 men (5 blacks and 13
Hispanics), and 48 women (5 blacks, 9 Hispanics, 7 Asians, 26 white, and 1
unstated). They r-I.e hired at various ranks: 25 as full professors, 10 as
associate professors, 27 as assistant professors, 3 as acting assistant
professors, and 1 as a lecturer with security of employment.

Finally, to assist the career development of minority and wren junior faculty,
the University has since 1978-79 provided grants for research support and summer
salary supplements through the Faculty Career Development Program. This program
serves as an incentive in the recruitment of new minority and Watlea junior
faculty, who can exrect heavy demands on their time for student counseling, and
University and community service. Initially, the campuses provided all
applicants with small grants; however, more recently, program administrators have
invited faculty to compete for larger awards, including suppOrt for one quarter's
released time, as well as research support. In 1985-86, with a systemwide budget
of approximately $460,000, 80 faculty members received awards. Recipients
included 22 male faculty (7 blacks, 9 Hispanics, 5 Asians, and 1 white,
handicapped), and 58 women (2 blacks, 5 Hispanics, 4 Asians, and 47 white).

In 1986-87, the University added a special Pre-Tenure Award to its Faculty Career
Development Program. This new program is intended to assist a minority or IA:man
assistant professor prepare for the formal mid -career appraisal. This scecial
award provides financial support for a substantial period cf released time, plus
research assistance, and also may inclucl-, senior faculty mentorshir. In 1986-87,
$250,000 in State and University fun= was allocated to support Pre-Tenure
awards, and in 1987-88. program support was increased to $400,000. Twenty junior
faculty members received the Pre-Tenure Award in 1986-87. They included 13 ',0.1:!_te

women and 6 minorities (1 black, 3 Hispanics, 2 Asians, and 1 American Indi

This program excansion was based on an informal survey of minority anc domen
junior facultywho indicated that such support was critical to their advancement
to tenure. The following are excerpts from faculty who have received support
from the Faculty Career Development Program:

The award was of great assistance to me in consolidating
my research. It allowed me to develop a solid research
base from which several papers will be published. It

5



also allowed me to prepare with more depth one of the
courses I was teaching. I believe that the award helped
me inwpromotion to tenure.

Professor of Engineering, Berkeley

The award allowed me to finish a large-scale production
with a deadline, and later brought other funding. I
could not have done this If I had not had time off from
my reglilarduties.

Professor of Fine Arts, Irvine

The award has greatly benefited my scholarly advancement
toward promotion as Associate Professor. And it is
fitting that the program continue to give priority to
women and minorities.

Professor of English, DCW

I believe the award has had a positive impact on my
chances of advancement. At a very critical time in my
career, I was able to complete an important piece of
work, prepare it for publication and, present it at
national meetings. I blve been informed that my
department has unanimously recommended me for promotion
to Associate Professor.

Professor of Biology, Riverside

C. Conclusion

This review of affirmative action programs indicates that the University of
CAlifornia is continuing to provide increased opportunities for minorities and
women to pursue academic careers. The involvement of University faculty in these
endeavors, and their cooperation in the recruitment and advancenent of minority
and women faculty is an important component of the success of the University's
efforts to increase the diversity of the faculty.



TABLE II-1

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

FULL-TIME At:ADEMIC EMPLOYEES

.1977 TO 1987

MEN WOMEN

GRANO MEN AMERICAN WOMEN AMERICAN

LADDER RANKS TOTAL TOTAL WHITE BLACK HISP ASIAN INDIAN TOTAL WHITE BLACK HISP ASIAN INDIAN

PROFESSORS

1977 Number 3,454 3,312 3,075 30 46 154 7 142 134 2 3 3 0

Percent 100.0% 95.3% 89.0% 0.9% 1.3% 4.5% 0.2% 4.1% 3.9% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%

1979 Number 3,715 3,546 3,274 31 56 177 8 169 162 1 3 3 0

Percent 100.0% 95.5% 88.1% 0.8% 1.5% 4.8% 0.2% 4.5% 4.4% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%

1981 Number 3,936 3,721 3.423 38 64 189 7 215 205 2 5 3 0

Percent 100.0% 94.5% 87.0% 1.0% 1.6% 4.8% 0.2% 5.5% 5.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%

1983 Number 4,235 3,972 3,634 42 76 214 6 263 246 4 6 7 0

Percent 100.0% 93.8% 85.8% 1.0% 1.8% 5.1% 0.1% 6.2% 5.8% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0%

1985 Number 4,540 4,224 3,844 48 88 233 11 316 292 7 8 9 0

Percent 100.0% 93.0% 84.7% 1.1% 1.9f: 5.1% 0.2% 7.0k 6.4% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%

1967 Number 4,627 4,259 3,858 49 102 239 11 368 333 8 11 14 2

Percent 100.0% 92.0% 83.4% 1.1% 2.2% 5.2% 0.2% 8.0% 7.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0%

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS

1977 Number 1,565 1,405 1,286 26 33 5' 4 159 141 4 7 6 1

Parzent 100.0% 89.8% 82.2% 1.7% 2.1% 3.6% 0.3% 10.2% 9.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.1%

1979 Number 1.539 1,351 1,206 33 49 58 5 188 166 6 7 8 1

Percent 100.0% 87.8% 78.4% 2.1% 3.2% 3.8% 0.3% 12.2% 10.8% 0.4% 1.5% 0.5% 0.1%

1981 Number 1,504 1.270 1,124 30 53 57 6 234 200 9 9 13 3

Percent 100.0% 84.4% 74.7% 2.0% 3.5% 3.8% 0.4% 15.6% 13.3% 0.6% 0.6% 0.9% 0.2%

1983 Number 1,457 1,202 1,062 35 47 54 4 255 218 8 9 17 3

Percent 100.0% 82.5% 72.9% 2.4% 3.2% 3.7% 0.3% 17.5% 15.0% 0.5% 0.6% 1.2% 0.2%

1985 Number 1,386 1,103 957 38 39 67 2 283 244 7 12 18 2

Percent 100.0% 79.6% 69.0% 2.7% 2.8% 4.8% 0.1% 20.4% 17.6% 0.5% 0.9% 1.3% 0.1%

1987 Number 1,393 1,083 936 36 43 67 1 310 269 8 15 18 0

Percent 100.0% 77.1% 67.2% 2.6% 3.1% 4.8% 0.i4 22.3% 19.3% 0.6% 1.1% 1.3% 0.0%

LECTURERS WITH SECURITY OF EMPLOYMENT

1977 Number 125 83 70 3 4 5 1 42 38 2 1 1 0

Percent 100.0% 56.4% 55.0% 2.4% 3.2% 4.0% 0.8% 33.6% 30.4% 1.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%

1979 Number 133 84 67 4 5 7 1 49 41 2 2 3 1

Percent 100.0% 63.2% 50.4% 3.0% 3.8% 5.3% 0.8% 36.8% 30.8% 1.5% 1.6% 2.3% 0.8%

1981 Number 114 73 56 3 6 7 1 41 35 1 2 2 1

Per At 100.0% 64.0% 49.1% 2.6% 5.3% 6.1% 0.9% 36.0% 30.7% 0.9% 1.8% 1.8% 0.9%

1983 Number 117 77 59 4 6 7 1 40 34 0 2 4 0

Percent 100.0% 65.8% 50.4% 3.4% 5.1% 6.0% 0.9% 34.2% 29.1% 0.0% 1.7% 3.4% 0.0%

1985 Number 119 74 58 3 5 7 1 45 38 0 2 4 1

Percent 100.0% 62.2% 48.7% 2.5% 4.2% 5.9% 0.8% 37.8% 31.9% 0.0% 1.7% 3.4% 0.8%

1987 Number 125 79 62 5 5 6 1 46 38 0 3 4 1

Percent 100.0% 63.2% 49.6% 4.0% 4.0% 4.8% 0.8% 36.8% 30.4% 0.0% 2.4% 3.2% 0.8%



TABLE II-1 (continued)

GRAND

LADDER RANKS TOTAL

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS

MEN

TOTAL WHITE

MEN

BLACK HISP

AMERICAN

ASIAN INDIAN

WOMEN

TOTAL WHITE

WOMEN

BLACK HISP

AMERICAN

ASIAN INDIAN

- 1977 Number 1,486 1,150 983 40 63 58 6 336 285 15 14 18 4

Percent 100.0% 77.4% 66.2% 2.7% 4.2.4 3.9% 0.4% 22.6% 19.2% 1.0% 0.9% 1.2% 0.3%

1979 Number 1,333 993 851 36 45 57 4 340 286 14 11 26 3

Percent 100.0% 74.5% 63.8% 2.7% 3.4% 4.3% 0.3% 25.5% 21.5% 1.1% 0.8% 2.0% 0.2%

1981 Number 1,158 850 729 23 36 59 3 308 269 11 6 21 1

Percent 100.0% 73.4% 63.0% 2.0% 3.1% 5.1% 0.3% 26.6% 23.2% 0.9% 0.5% 1.8% 0.1%

1983 Number 1,101 812 689 19 38 64 2 289 249 13 11 16 0

Percent 100.0% 73.8% 62.6% 1.7% 3.5% 5.8% 0.2% 26.2% 22.6% 1.2% 1.0% 1.5% 0.0%

1985 Number 1,066 761 636 14 36 73 2 305 257 14 17 16 1

Percent 100.0% 71.4% 59.7% 1.3% 3.4% 6.8% 0.2% 28.6% 24.1% 1.3% 1.6% 1.5% 0.1%

1987 Number 1,072 760 605 11 39 104 1 312 253 13 19 27 0

Percent 100.0% 70.5% 56.4% 1.0% 3.6% 9.7% 0.1% 29.1% 23.6% 1.2% 1.8% 2.5% 0.0%

TOTAL LADDER RANKS

1977 Number 6,630 5,951 5,414 99 146 274 18 679 598 23 25 28 5

Percent 100.0% 89. 81.7% 1.5% 2.2% 4.1% 0.3% 10.2% 9.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.1%

1979 Number 6,720 5,974 5,398 104 155 299 18 746 655 23 23 40 5

Percent 100.0% 88.9% 80.3% 1.5% 2.3% 4.4% 0.3% 11.1% 9.7% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 0.1%

1981 Number 6,712 5,914 5,332 94 159 312 17 798 709 23 22 39 5

Percent 100.0% 88.1% 79.4% 1.4% 2.4% 4.6% 0.3% 11.9% 10.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 0.1%

1983 Number 6,910 6,053 5,444 100 167 339 13 847 747 25 28 44 3

Percent 100.0% 87.7% 78.8% 1.4% 2.4% 4.9% 0.24 12.3% 10.8% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 0.0%

1985 Number 7,111 6,162 5,495 103 168 380 16 949 831 28 39 47 4

Percent 100.0% 85.7% 77.3% 1.4% 2.4% 5.3% 0.2% 13.3% 11.7% 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.1%

£987 Number 7,217 6,181 5,461 101 189 416 14 1,036 893 29 48 63 3

Percent 100.0% 85.6% 75.7% 1.4% 2.6% 5.8% 0.2% 14.4% 12.4% 0.4% 0.7% 0.9% 0.0%
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TABLE II-1 (continued)

LADDER RANKS

NON-LADOER RANKS

GRANO

TOTAL

MEN

TOTAL WHITE

MEN

BLACK HISP

AMERICAN

ASIAN INOIAN

WOMEN

TOTAL WHITE

WOMEN

BLACK HISP

AMERICAN

ASIAN INOIAN

1977 Number 6,709 5,011 4,355 84 113 434 25 1,698 1,427 69 44 148 10

Percent 100.0% 74.7% 64.9% 1.3% 1.7% 6.5% 0.4% 25.3% 21.3% 1.0% 0.7% 2.2% 0.1%

1979 Number 6,779 4,903 4,204 75 155 458 11 1,876 1,571 75 51 169 10

Percent 100.0% 72.3% 62.0% 1.1% 2.3% 6.8% 0.2% 27.7% 23.2% 1.1% 0.8% 2.5% 0.1%

1981 Number 5,111 3,560 3,040 52 91 371 6 1,551 1,315 54 43 11 8

Percent 100.0% 69.7% 59.5% 1.0% 1.8% 7.3% 0.1% 30.3% 25.7% 1.1% 0.8% .6% 0.2%

1983 Number 5,360 3,683 3,084 43 118 435 3 1,677 1,423 58 ..t6 10

Percent 100.0% 68.7% 57.5% 0.8% 2.2% 8.1% 0.1% 31.3% 26.5% 1.1% 0.7; 2.7% 0.2%

1985 Number 5,621 3,824 3,225 39 113 438 9 1,797 1,509 59 50 171 8

Percent 100.0% 68.0% 57.4% 0.7% 2.0% 7.8% 0.2% 32.0% 26.8% 1.9% 0.9% 3.0% 0.1%

1987 Number 6,118 4,159 3,458 48 121 528 4 1,959 1,608 61 61 223 6

Percent 100.0% 68.0% 56.5% 0.8% 2.0% 8.6% 0.1% 32.0% 26.3% 1.0% 1.0% 3.6% 0.1%

TOTAL ACADEMIC WORKFORCE

1977 Number 13,339 10,962 9,769 183 253 708 43 2,377 2,025 92 69 176 15

Percent 100.0% 82.2% 73.2% 1.4% 1.9% 5.3% 0.3% 17.8% 15.2% 0.7% 0.5% 1.3% 0.1%

1979 Number 13,499 10,877 9,602 179 310 757 29 2,622 2,226 98 74 209 15

Percent 100.0% 80.6% 71.1% 1.3% 2.3% 5.6% 0.2% 19.4% 16.5% 0.7% 0.5% 1.5% 0.1%

1981 Number 11,823 9,474 8,372 146 250 683 23 2,349 2,024 77 65 170 13

Percent 100.0% 80.1% 70.8% 1.2% 2.1% 5.8% 0.2% 19.9% 17.1% 0.7% 0.5% 1.4% 0.1%

1983 Number 12,270 9,746 8,528 143 285 774 16 2,524 2,170 83 68 190 13

Percent 100.0% 79.4% 69.5% 1.2% 2.3% 6.3% 0.1% 20.6% 17.7% 0.7% 0.6% 1.5% 0.1%

1985 Number 12,732 9,986 8,720 142 281 818 25 2,746 2,340 87 89 218 12

Percent 100.0% 78.4% 68.5% 1.1% 2.2% 6.4% 0.2% 21.6% 18.4% 0.7% 0.7% 1.7% 0.1%

1987 Number 13,335 10,340 8,919 14S 310 944 18 2,995 2,501 90 109 286 9

Percent 100.0% 77.5% 66.9% 1.1% 2.3% 7.1% 0.1% 22.5% 18.8% 0.7% 0.8% 2.1% 0.1%

Source: Biennial Higher Education Staff Information (EEO -6) Reports

Note: since 1979, Student Assistant titles have been excluded from the Non-Ladder Ranks and Total Academic Workforce ci,:ta.
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TABLE II-2

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

LADDER RANK FACULTY

MINORITIES AND WOMEN

1977 TO 1987

PERCENT

NUMBER REPRESENTATION

RANK 1977 1987 1977 1987

..0040 40..00

PROFESSORS

Minorities 245 436 7.1% 9.4%

Women 142 368 4.1% 8.0%

All 3,454 4,627 100.0% 100.0%

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS

Minorities 138 188 8.8% 13.5%

Women 159 310 10.2% 22.3%

All 1,565 1,393 100.0% 100.0%

nSSISTANT PROFESSORS

Minorities 218 214 14.7% 20.0%

Women 336 312 22.6% 29.1%

All 1,486 1,072 100.0% 100.0%

ALL RANKS

Minorities 601 838 9.2% 11.8%

Women 637 990 9.8% 14.0%

All 6,505 7,092 100.0% 100.0%

Note: excludes Lecturers with Security of Employment



TABLE 11-3

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF LADDER RANK FACULTY

NER APPOINTMENTS, 1985-86 & 1986-87

LADDER RANKS

PROFESSORS

Number

Percent

GRAND

TOTAL

196

100.0%

MEN

TOTAL

171

87.2%

WHITE

153

78.1%

MEN

BLACK

3

1.5%

HISP

4

2.0%

AMERICAN

ASIAN INDIAN

10 1

5.1% 0.5%

WOMEN

TOTAL

25

12.8%

WHITE

18

9.2%

WOMEN

BLACK HISP

4 1

2.0% 0.5%

AMERICAN

ASIAN INDIAN

1 1

0.5% 0.5%

ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS

Number 76 57 47 1 3 6 0 19 16 1 2 0 0
r.r.

Percent 100.0% 75.0% 61.8% 1.3% 3.9% 7.9% 0.0% 25.0% 21.1% 1.3% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0%

ASSISTANT PROFESSORS

Number 407 288 231 4 15 37 1 119 100 4 6 9 0

Percent 100.0% 70.8% 56.8% 1.0% 3.7% 9.1% 0.2% 29.2% 24.6% 1.0% 1.5% 2.2% 0.C%

TOTAL LADDER RANK

Number 679 516 431 8 22 53 2 163 134 9 9 10 1

Percent 100.0% 76.0% 63.5% 1.2% 3.2% 7.8% 0.3% 24.0% 19.7% 1.3% 1.3% 1.5% 0.1%

Note: this data presents all, full and part-time, Ladder Rank Faculty appointments.
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III. STAFF AND MANAGEMENT .AFFIRATIVE ACTION

A. Statistical Profile, 1975-1987

During the twelve-year period (1975 to 1987) covered by this report, total
headcount for career staff and management personnel at the University of
clifornia rose from 38,626 in 1975 to 53,046 in 1987, an increase of 14,420
employees, or 37.3%. Minority representation grew from 11,435 to 18,250, an
increase of 6,815 employees, or 59.6%. Female representation increased from
24,360 to 34,875, a gain of 10,515 employees, or 43.2%.

As the total number of employees grew minorities and waren increased both in
numbers and as a percentage of the workforce: minorities increased 4.8
percentage points, from 29.6% in 1975 to 34.4% in 1987; women increased 2.6
percentage points, from 63.1% to 65.7%.

The statistics for the period 1975 to 1987 indicate progress for minorities and
warren within almost all job categories of staff and management personnel at the
University.

Table 1 illustrates changes over th:.a twelve-year time period in the proportion
of minorities and warren within each of the following EEO-6 job categories for
staff and management: Executive/Pdministrative/Managerial, Professional Non -
Faculty, Secretarial/Clerical, Technical/Paraprofessional, Skilled Craft, and
Service/Maintenance. The first four columns of Table 1 show the percentages of
both minorities and warren within each EEO-6 category during the years 1975 and
1987, respectively. The fifth and sixth columns show proportional changes
between 1975 and 1987 for minorities and women within each occupational
category.

As Table 1 indicates, minority representation has increased in all EEO-6
categories since 1975. The greatest increases occurred in the Skilled Craft
category, where the proportion of minorities rose by 9.4 percentage points, and
in the Secretarial /Clerical category, where a gain of 8.4 percentage points was
achieved. Minorities now represent 28.3% and 36.8%, respectively, of those job
categories. Minorities also increased in proportion by 4.1 percentage points
to 14.2% of the total Executive /Administrative /Managerial category, by 5.4
percentage points to 24.2% of the total Professional Non-Faculty category, by
5.4 percentage points to 40.0% of the total Technical/Paraprofessional
category, and by 7.3 percentage points to 66.1% of the total
Service/Maintenance category.

litmen gained in four of the six EEO-6 job categories. The greatest
proportional gain was achieved in the Executive/Administrative/Managerial
category, where women increased by 22.8% percentage points. Women now

12
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represent 46.6% of that category. In addition, women represent 69.3% of the
Professional NOn-Faculty category, an increase of 7.5% percentage points since
1975. Moen also made gains in the Technical/Paraprofessional and Skilled
Craft areas, where the proportion of women increased by 1.7 and 3.0 percentage
points, respectively. Female representation is now 51.3% of the
Technical/Paraprofessional category and 5.6% of the Skilled Craft category.

The proportion of women decreased in two categories: Secretarial/Clerical (by
3.2 percentage points, from 86.8% to 83.6%) and Service/Maintenance (by 2.7
percentage points, from 36.1% to 33.4%).

In suamary, during the twelve years from 1975 to 1987, the University has
achieved gains in the overall representation of both minorities and women in
its workforce. Minorities have increased in all occupational categories during
this period of time, while women have Made an especially noteworthy gain in the
Executive/Adninistrative/Manage-al category.

13
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In rieli-tion, another two have accepted hi,..71-_e tositions outside the
University.

As might be expected, the "sucoess" rate tends to be his:ter than the average,
50 percentfor full time, latger-term interua4s than in the case of part-time, shae-,-er-te= placementQ. However, beca-g, of the lower crst of the
latter, they can be offered rare tmaz a tly. Thus, even with a somewhat lower
"success" rate, tert-time, shczt-te.= have contributed. to a
absolute number of promctials and upward rwlassificatiats EVen where
internships do not lead direct/7 to advanmrant, the knowledge and e.,=..alm
gained can be of irmiwiin8 benefit in im-tving employees' per nice on their
current jobs.

VII. )?molt Sklla Assessmert Procram

The Mara. :t Skills Assessment Program (HHEAP) was initiated in 1978-79 as
part of an intercampus, collaborative effort among the northern caoruses of the
University. It is aimed rr4Trwrily at mid-level administrative and professional
staff employees 2dministmativeArmarts, Management Services Officers)

NEAP is designed to provide a rigorous assessment of managenerrt skills,
including areas of weakness as well as areas of strength. It is not, hanvver,
a training proram. While the assumption inherent in the program is that
employees will be encommcmad to improve on-the-job effectiveness and to developskills needed for wit, the primary and immediate objective is to
provide partia:..7-nts with a rwlistic, candid, and thorough appraisal of their
skills and stern:dal for management positions.

NSAP is conducted as an in-rwiderice, errae-to-ave day prom:mar during which
participants perfann indiv4r4lial and group exercises simulating renaue.a=it
activities, such as problem solving with a group, analyzing financial data, and
planning and organizing administrative tasks. After each ezercise
perticirants evaluate themelves and also obtain oral and written feedback frm;t
University ranacers, who act as assessors. Both the assessees and the
assessors prepare summery reports which serve as the basis for a closing
interview, during which individual develorment plans are formulated. In
addition, upon rem = to their home campuses, emrlcyees are encouraged to rest
with their str.....ervisore to review the assessment data in relation to their
present job responsibilities and discuss indivio.:al develotment plans.

While it is difficult to measure the effects.cf such a short-term program in
anv precise, quantitative way, it is clear that participants the selves view
NEAP as highly beneficial The following responses are tycical of most
assessees:

What the Assessment Procram has is credihili`y I believed what was said
about me. I came away with a clear picture of my strengths and 'aisas of
needed insztAmment' and a new-found calfid.'t.ca in my to do my job.

The Management Skills Assessment Progmnaws extremely helpful in validating
skills I had by was uneasy about using. liteling with the grains and the
assessors made me realize that my organizatianal and leadership skills were
indeed just that, and not me being 'pushy' or 'bossy.'

The Msnr-emarit Skills Assessment Program is both a key and a mirror. The

20 10.3



key unlocks the doors o cur inner selvesthe ore 'to who we are; the
mirror lets us sly =selves as others see us.

In przt4i,tion, the benefits of the program extend beyond t he assessees them,.
selves, as the following of assessors and suearris=s testify:

The Program spuonx!ne to assess the developmental needs of amcwn staff, to
identify carsiidates for advancement, and to seek broader professional
ccpo--anities for myself (assessor)

The Assessment Program was cne of the mss t p.r.sorsaay rewarding activities
in which I particited...I believe it is one of the best devel-;,-,==ital
tools we can offer DC employees. (assessor)

Ity employee returned with a 'caearer, acre active approach to her own
professional development, which aide my job as a aenager w_sier.
(sucemiscr)

had alWiys been a tap -watch staff analyst, but came back.tran the
Assessment Program with a completely new attitude toward management. She
realized it was an important area of activity, devoted serious attention to
it, and succeeded in handling a very difficult sitzation in the office. I
am tremendously impreumi. (supervisor)

Demand for the Program has grown to the extent that in 1983-84, a separate
southern cam: us program wes estabLUftd, administed by the Irvine camcus.
The northern campus Ppoccalccmtinues to be admimi sters! by the Bedoelsycempus
and is offered twice yearly. Between 36 and 42 assess and 12 to.I4
assessors framtAldversitymemagement attexi each session.

Ovx 600 staff employees have participated in NEAP since its in titian, of
which apororlmately 77 percent have been women and 36 tercent minority staff
employees. Depending on the location of the employee's home caapus, cost per
participant for fees and t --ansportation now averages between $350 and $574,
which is ecual to or belcwthe cost of stm4 ar camera:al. programs.

VIII. 10....nacement Fellowship Prom-am

Research in the field of management de/elm:rent su....--gest:s that individual
achilitywithi_n the corpmnIte world der-nde most crif-41-.11yon opportunities to
pee= non-routine, highly visible assignments, as well as the adoption by
Eentors at all levels in the cr.....nizaticn but those closest to the
top. The Manaosmem. FPilowshio Prom= is des:--=,4 to provide such
oppoanities within the 7."-riverzity.

Menegement Fellowshits are establie under the rentorshio of a senior
manacement official, typically at the level of Vice C.AnoalIor or above.
Fellowships usually run from six months to a year cn a full-time basis A
Fellowship plan, including identificaticn of assignaents and reseonsihilities,
is worked cut jointly betweem the Fellow and the mentor. The mentor and the
Fellow met regularly to assess pr grass,

i

and both are expeoted to conclete a
summary evaluation at the conclusion of the Fellowship period. While selection
.as a Fellow does not lead autonaticallyto a promotion at the conclusion of the
Program, it is expected that the experience will enhance the Fellow's
cpocrounity to be a strong candidate for managerial positions that become
available in the future.
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Mnagement Fellowships are the most expensive of the types of programs con-
sidered in this evaluation, since they involve salary reimbursement for those
who usually are already in a senior staff professional or academic position.
In some cases funds have been provided to support academic acceleration where
the lack of appropriate credentials poses an immediate barrier to career
mobility. In 1985-86, the average cost per participant of the Management
Fellowship Program was $20,601, all of which took the form of salary replace-
ment.

Eased on evaluations of the Program, the Office of the President has estab-
lished the following priorities in reviewing campus Fellowship proposals for
possible funding. Preference is currently given to proposals in which:

1) a management vacancy can be projected in the near future for which the
Fellow could be a serious candidate,

2) the Fellowship plan provides for direct involvement in broader management
functions, rather than special projects or analytical assignments, and

3) financial support is contributed by the campus to supplement Employee
Affirmative Action Development funds from the Office of the President.

All Mnagement Fellowships awarded since the inception of the Program have gone
to women and/or minority employees, including a representative distribution
across the major racial and ethnic groups.

As of 1988, 119 Fellows have completed the Program. Of the total of 119,
nearly three quarters (87 individuals) have been women, and roughly half (59
individuals) have been minorities, including 29 Blacks, 24 Hispanics, 5 Asians,
and 1 American Indian. Ninety of these former fellows are still with the
University. Follow -up tracking of these employees shows that 55 of than -- 61
percent -- have moved into higher-level positions since completing their
fellowships, and about half of that movement has been into mid- and senior-
level management positions.

These results are consistent with, and have contributed to, the broader overall
change that has occurred among the University's executives, administrators, and
managers since 1977: the percentage of minorities has increased from 10.1
percent to 14.2 percent, and the percentage of women from 28.6 percent to 46.6
percent of this Federal Occupational Category.

IX. Conclusi:n

Based on the three criteria established at the outset, this review of the
University's Employee Affirmative Action Development Programs for staff and
management has shown the following:

a. Tarcetina of intended =Duos. All of the specific types of programs

reviewed show a very high rate of participation on the part of waxen and
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reviewed show a very high rata of participation on the part ofwionen and
minority employees. The progrms are serving their intended target groups.

b. Promran costs. Costs vary considerably amass different types of programs,
ranging iron $58 per participant for Career Development Workshops to
aporoximately $20,601 for Menagenent Fellow/ships. The jori of programs,
however, fall at the low end of the spectrum. For more expensive programs,
the pr.:mazy cost factor involved is salary replacement for program
participants, especially when the program is offered on a fulltime basis
over an extended period of time. Nevertheless, per capita expenditures in
all cases apnea= rftsonable when differences n the duration, level, and
extent of participant involvement in specific programs are taken into
account.

c. Program effectiveness. Although no definitive scientific assessment is pos-
sible, the data suggest that some types of programs may be more effective
than others in pr rooting job arability. Technical skills training programs
appear to be particularly effective in this regard, although their use-
fulness is primarily limited to paraprofessional classifications .requiring
basic technical skills. At other levels of the workforce, internship and
fellowship-type programs appear most effective and best suited to the needs
of employees. In this respect, the more expensive programs generally tend
to be more effective, since they penult both a more intensive and extensive
development experience.

However, the "effectiveness" of programs cannot be assessed solely on the
basis of job mobility or promotion rates. Other types of programs, even
though theymay'have no direct, measurable impact on job mobility, are
equally important if judged on the basis of employee response and demand.
Examples include Career DevelornaltWorlahops and the Management Skills
Assessment Center Program, which provide the employee with a starting point
from which to consider job and career options. Even apart Lea career
mobility, such programs are of immediate benefit in contributing to employee
morale, satisfaction, and productivity in their current jobs, and are

y,consistentlamong the most popular and oversubscribed staff programs.

These conclusions lead to a final point which has not yet been considered in
this review: the level of program offerings in relation to programmatic need.
Over 41,000 of the University's career staff ucedoroe--78 percent--are waren
and/or minarityEamAzyees. Existing staff and management programs are
addressed particularly to this population and have developed the specific
c=conents necessary for a coherent and effective cm-Ezell-program. Eut the
fact remains that, in relation to the sheer size of the population to be
served, existing programmatic efforts have only scratched the surface and are
far short of meeting demonstrable employee needs and demand. Significant
additional resources are rep it to extend ottortunities for embloyee
development to a broader spectrum of the Uhiversity's staff workforce.
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TABLE 1

Percent and Proportional Change of
Minorities and War en within EEO-6 Categories
fo: Career Mmagement and Staff Personnel

EEO-6 Category

1975
Percent

1987
Percent

Proportional Change
1975-1987

Minorities Wanen Minorities Waten Minorities istmen

Executive/
Administrative/
Menegerial

10.1 23.8 14.2 46.6 + 4.1 +22.8

Professional
Non-Faculty 18.8 61.8 24.2 69.3 + 5.4 + 7.5

Secretarial/
Clerical 28.4 86.8 36.8 83.6 + 8.4 - 3.2

Technical/
Paraprofessional 34.6 49.7 40.0 51.3 + 5.4 + 1.7

Skilled
Craft 18.9 2.6 28.3 5.6 + 9.4 + 3.0

Service
Maintenance 58.8 36.1 136.1 33.4 + 7.3 - 2.7

agurce: Biennial 000-6 Reports. Breakdowns for individual minority groups
are shown in Table Ara in Appendix. Table A -2 in Appendix provides
more specific data on the distribution of employees by sex within
each minority group.



TABLE A-1

Distribution of Career Management and Staff Personnel
by Race and Ethnicity within 1:30-6 Categories

Universitywide
1975, 1977, 1979, 1981, 1983, 1985, 1987a

Grand Total Anerican
'Dotal White Minorities Black Hispanic Asian Indian

Executive/Administrative/
Managerial

1975 Number 1661 1493 168 92 35 30 11
Percent 100.0 89.9 10.1 5.5 2.1 1.8 .7

1977 Number 1562 1405 157 89 36 30 2
Percent 100.0 89.9 10.1 5.7 2.3 2.0 .1

1979 Number 1707 1503 204 101 47 45 11
Percent 100.0 88.1 11.8 5.9 2.7 2.6 .6

1981 Number 1793 1558 235 103 62 61 9
Percent 100.0 86.9 13.1 5.7 3.5 .4 .5

1983 Nunter 1888 1624 264 123 69 63 9

Percent 100.0 86.0 14.0 6.5 3.6 3.4 .5

1985 Ndmber 2054 1758 296 140 77 67 12
Percent 100.0 85.6 14.4 6.8 3.7 3.3 .6

1987 NuMber 2615 2244 371 157 103 99 12
Percent 100.0 85.8 14.2 6.0 3.9 3.8 .5

Professional Non - Faculty

1975 Number 10,371 8428 1943 488 318 1070 67
Percent 100.0 81.3 18.8 4.7 3.1 10.3 .7

1977 Number 12,082 9748 2334 539 406 1339 50
Percent 100.0 80.7 19.3 4.5 3.4 11.1 .4

1979 NUInber 13,016 10,341 2675 601 455 1565 54
Percent 100.0 79.5 20.5 4.6 3.5 12.0 .4

1981 Ntmter 13,814 10,839 2975 659 536 1733 47

Percent 100.0 78.5 21.5 4.8 3.9 12.5 .3

1983 Number 14,845 11,520 3325 736 635 1902 52
Percent 100.0 77.6 22.4 4.9 4.3 12.8 .4

1985 Number 16,171 12,406 3765 835 726 2144 60
Percent 100.0 76.7 23.3 5.2 4.5 13.2 .4

1987 Number 18,294 13,871 4423 936 867 2546 74
Percent 100.0 75.8 24.2 5.1 4.7 13.9 .4



Table A-1 .

Page 2..of 3

Grand
Vthite

Ittal
Minorities Black Hispanic Asian

American
Indian

Secretarial/Clerical

1975 Number 15,285 10,940 4345 1933 1208 1017 187
Percent 100.0 71.6 28.4 12.6 7.9 6.7 1.2

1977 Mater 16,402 11,570 4832 2033 1478 1194 127
Percent 100.0 70.5 29.5 12.4 9.0 7.3 .8

1979 Number 16,735 11,590 5145 2102 1655 1260 128
Percent 100.0 69.3 30.7 12.5 9.9 7.5 .8

1981 Number 17,425 11,769 5656 2305 1793 1412 146
Percent 100.0 67.5 32.4 13.2 10.3 8.1 .8

1983 Number 16,989 11,203 5786 2335 1878 1431 142
Percent 100.0 65.9 34.1 13.7 11.1 8.4 .8

1985 Number 16,930 10,972 5958 2341 1922 1545 150
Percent 100.0 64.8 35.2 13.8 11.4 9.1 .9

1987 Number 19,231 12,159 7072 2623 2292 2003 154
Percent 100.0 63.2 36.8 13.6 11.9 10.4 .8

Technical/Paraprofessional

1975 Number 4726 3091 1635 906 381 288 60

Percent 100.0 65.4 34.6 19.2 8.1 6.1 1.3

1977 Number 5351 3509 1842 943 475 388 36

Percent 100.0 65.6 34.4 17.6 8.9 7.3 .7

1979 Number 5461 3460 2001 950 530 489 32

Percent 100.0 63.4 36.6 17.4 9.7 8.9 .6

1981 Number 5489 3412 2077 931 545 567 34

Percent 100.0 62.2 37.8 17.0 9.9 10.3 .6

1983 Number 5586 3417 2169 939 554 636 40

Percent 100.0 61.2 38.8 16.8 9.9 11.4 .7

4985 Number 5498 3330 2168 885 585 664 34

Percent 100.0 60.6 39.4 16.1 10.6 12.1 .6

1987 Number 5884 3528 2356 894 609 811 42

Percent 100.0 60.0 40.0 15.2 10.4 13.8 .7



TABLE A-2
University of California

Distribution of Career Management and Staff
Personnel by Sex Within EEO-6 Categories

Universitywide
1975, 1977, 1979, 1981, 1983, 1985, 1987a

Male Female
Grand His- American His- American
Total Total White Black panic Asian Indian Total Aite Black panic Asian Indian

Executive/Administrative/
Managerial

1975 Number 1,661 1,265 1,137 68 27 24 9 396 356 24 8 6 2
Percent 100.0 76.2 68.5 4.1 1.6 1.4 .5 23.8 21.4 1.4 .5 .4 .1

1977 Number 1,562 1,115 997 63 30 23 2 447 408 26 6 7 0
Percent 100.0 71.4 63.8 4.0 1.9 1.5 .1 28.6 26.1 1.7 .4 .5 0

1979 Number 1,707 1,139 995 73 33 29 9 568 508 28 14 16 2
Percent 100.0 66.7 58.3 4.3 1.9 1.7 .5 33.3 29.8 1.6 .8 .9 .1

1981 Number 1,793 1,115 981 63 35 31 5 678 577 40 27 30 4
Percent 100.0 62.2 54.7 3.5 2.0 1.7 .3 37.8 :42.2 2.2 1.5 1.7 .2

1983 Number 1,888 1,122 978 66 40 35 3 766 646 57 29 28 6
Percent 100.0 59.4 51.8 3.5 2.1 1.9 .2 40.6 34.2 3.0 1.5 1.5 .3

1985 Number 2,054 1,174 1,026 68 44 32 4 880 732 72 33 35 8
Percent 100.0 57.2 50.0 3.3 2.1 1.6 .2 42.8 35.6 3.5 1.6 1.7 .4

1987 Number 2,615 1,397 1,205 75 62 52 3 1,218 1,039 82 41 47 9
Percent 100.0 53.4 46.1 2.9 2.4 2.0 .1 46.6 39.7 3.1 1.6 1.8 .3

Professional Non-Faculty

1975 Number 10,371 3,964 3,265 201 162 308 28 6,407 5,163 287 156 762 39
Percent 100.0 38.2 31.5 1.9 1.6 3.0 .3 61.8 49.8 2.8 1.5 7.3 .4

1977 Number 12,082 4,315 3,508 199 186 401 21 7,767 6,240 340 220 938 29
Percent 100.0 35.7 29.0 1.6 1.5 3.3 .2 64.3 51.6 2.8 1.8 7.8 .2

1979 Number 13,016 4,514 3,587 224 207 471 25 8,502 6,754 377 248 1,094 29
Percent 100.0 34.7 27.6 1.7 1.6 3.6 .2 65.3 51.9 2.9 1.9 8.4 .2

1981 Number 13,814 4,663 3,671 229 232 508 23 9,151 7,168 430. 304 1,225 24
Percent 100.0 33.8 26.6 1.7 1.7 3.7 .2 66.2 51.9 3.1 2.2 8.9 .2

1983 Number 14,845 4,705 3,645 246 266 528 20 10,140 7,875 490 369 1,374 32
Percent 100.0 31.7 24.6 1.7 1.8 3.6 .1 68.3 53.0 3.3 2.5 9.3 .2

1985 Number 16,171 4,911 3,790 265 275 562 19 11,260 8,616 670 451 1,582 41
Percent 100.0 30.4 23.4 1.6 1.7 3.6 .1 69.6 53.3 3.5 2.8 9.8 .3

1987 Number 18,294 5,625 4,322 286 318 682 17 12,669 9,549 650 549 1,864 57
Percent 100.0 30.7 23.6 1.6 1.7 3.7 .1 69.3 52.2 3.5 3.0 10.2 .3



Male

Table A-2
Page 2 of 3

Female

Grand
'Dotal Total White Black

His- American
panic Asian Indian Total White Black

His- American
panic Asian Indian

Secretarial /Clerical

1975 Number 15,285 2,010 1,289 309 222 168 22 13,275 9,651 1,624 986 849 165
Percent 100.0 13.2 8.4 2.0 1.5 1.1 .1 86.8 63.1 10.6 6.5 5.6 1.1

1977 Number 16,402 2,214 1,423 334 265 180 12 14,188 10,147 1,699 1,213 1,014 115
Percent 100.0 13.5 8.7 2.0 1.6 1.1 .1 86.5 61.9 10.4 7.4 6.2 .7

1979 Number 16,735 2,274 1,448 334 283 194 15 14,461 10,142 1,768 1,372 1,066 113
Percent 100.0 13.6 8.7 2.0 1.7 1.2 .1 86.4 60.6 10.6 8.2 6.4 .7

1981 Number 17,425 2,499 1,565 363 305 249 17 14,926 10,204 1,942 1,488 1,163 129
Percent 100.0 14.3 9.0 2.1 1.8 1.4 .1 85.7 58.6 11.1 8.5 6.7 .7

1983 Number 16,989 2,437 1,489 371 322 239 16 14,552 9,714 1,964 1,556 1,192 126
Percent 100.0 14.3 8.8 2.2 1.9 1.4 .1 85.7 57.2 11.6 9.2 7.0 .7

1985 Number 16,930 2,457 1,505 367 309 256 20 14,473 9,467 1,974 1,613 1,289 130
Percent 100.0 14.5 8.9 2.2 1.8 1.5 .1 85.5 55.9 11.7 9.5 7.6 .8

1987 Number 19,231 3,158 1,923 415 395 405 20 16,073 10,236 2,208 1,897 1,598 134
Percent 100.0 16.4 10.0 2.2 2.1 2.1 .1 83.6 53.2 11.5 9.9 8.3 .7

Technical/Paraprofessional

1975 Number 4,726 2,378 1,746 292 160 148 32 2,348 1,345 614 221 140 28
Percent 100.0 50.3 37.0 6.2 3.4 3.1 .7 49.7 28.5 13.0 4.7 3.0 .6

1977 Number 5,351 2,517 1,803 317 190 191 16 2,834 1,706 626 285 197 20
Percent 100.0 47.0 33.7 5.9 3.6 3.6 .3 53.0 31.9 11.7 5.3 3.7 .4

1979 Number 5,461 2,481 1,744 303 198 222 14 2,980 1,716 647 332 267 18
Percent 100.0 45.4 31.9 5.5 3.6 4.1 .3 54.6 31.4 11.8 6.1 4.9 .3

1981 Number 5,489 2,520 1,710 316 218 263 13 2,969 1,702 615 327 304 21
Percent 100.0 45.9 31.2 5.8 4.0 4.8 .2 54.1 31.0 11.2 6.0 5.5 .4

1983 Number 5,586 2,570 1,719 339 221 275 16 3,016 1,698 600 333 361 24
Percent 100.0 46.0 30.8 6.1 4.0 4.9 .3 54.0 30.4 10.7 6.0 6.5 .4

1985 Number 5,498 2,595 1,709 340 239 297 10 2,903 1,621 545 346 367 24
Percent 100.0 47.2 31.1 6.2 4.3 5.4 .2 62.8 29.5 9.9 6.3 6.7 .4

1987 Number 5,884 2,863 1,849 359 272 370 13 3,021 1,679 535 337 441 29
Percent 100.0 48.6 31.4 6.1 4.6 6.3 .2 51.3 28.5 9.1 5.7 7.5 .5

114



Table A-2
Page 3 of 3

Grand
Total

Male Female

Motal Mute
His-

Black panic
American

Asian Lridian Total Mite
His- American

Black panic Asian Irdian

Skilled Craft

1975 Number 1,324 1,289 1,045 80 88 33 43 35 29 2 3 1 0
Percent 100.0 97.4 79.0 6.0 6.6 2.5 3.3 2.6 2.2 .2 .2 .1 0

1977 Number 1,527 1,488 1,198 92 125 48 25 39 29 2 6 2 0
Percent 100.0 97.4 78.5 6.0 8.2 3.1 1.6 2.6 1.9 .1 .4 .1 0

1979 Number 1,559 1,478 1,146 117 130 63 22 81 60 5 12 4 0
Percent 100.0 94.8 73.5 7.5 8.3 4.0 1.4 5.2 3.8 .3 .8 .3 0

1981 Number 1,606 1,517 1,149 133 142 67 26 89 64 7 13 4 1
Percent 100.0 94.5 71.5 8.3 8.8 4.2 1.6 5.5 4.0 .4 .8 .2 .1

1983 'NuMber 1,522 1,437 1,074 127 146 67 23 85 57 7 15 5 1
Percent 100.0 94.4 70.6 8.3 9.6 4.4 1.5 5.6 3.7 .5 1.0 .3 .1

1985 Number 1,552 1,452 1,071 133 164 59 25 100 65 12 16 6 1

Percent 100.0 93.6 69.0 8.6 10.6 3.8 1.6 6.4 4.2 .8 1.0 .4 .1
1987 Number 1,616 1,525 1,105 139 192 67 22 91 C4 13 18 4 2

Percent 100.0 94.4 68.6 8.6 11.9 4.1 1.4 5.6 3.3 .8 1.1 .2 .1

Service/Maintenance

1975 Number 5,259 3,360 1,525 1,088 514 175 58 1,899 640 955 200 77 27
Percent 100.0 63.9 29.0 20.7 9.8 3.3 1.1 36.1 12.2 18.2 3.8 1.5 .5

1977 Number 5,399 3,490 1,547 1,086 606 222 29 1,909 640 893 267 96 13
Percent 100.0 64.6 28.7 20.1 11.2 4.1 .5 35.4 11.9 16.5 4.9 1.8 .2

1979 Number 5,167 3,354 1,396 1,027 642 263 26 1,813 583 801 300 113 16
Percent 100.0 64.9 27.0 19.9 12.4 5.1 .5 35.1 11.3 15.5 5.8 2.2 .3

1981 Number 5,351 3,476 1,421 1,056 660 311 28 1,875 591 787 347 136 14
Percent 100.0 65.0 26.6 19.7 12.3 5.8 .5 35.0 11.0 14.7 6.5 2.5 .3

1983 Number 5,040 3,343 1,284 1,025 671 334 29 1,697 492 704 339 150 12
Percent 100.0 66.3 25.5 20.3 13.3 6.6 .6 33.7 9.8 14.0 6.7 3.0 .2

1985 Number 4,880 3,245 1,158 976 722 356 33 1,635 462 633 353 179 8
Percent 100.0 66.5 23.7 20.0 14.8 7.3 .7 33.6 9.5 13.0 7.2 3.7 .2

1 ?13.7

Number
Percent

5,406

100.0
3,603
66.6

1,298
24.0

971
18.0

848
15.7

451
8.3

35
.6

1,803
33.4

537
9.9

609

11.3
395
7.3

252
4.7

10

.2

a/
Source of information for the years 1975-1987 from biennial EB0-6 reports.



SOURCE: EEOC FORM 221 1987 NIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION EEO-6 REPORT PAGE 1 C. CONTRACTED OR
REVISED 1987 DONATED SERVICES

L.S.91411LIDATf0,/ ALL CAMPUSES

I.
CONTROL NO :

FICE CODE:
SYSTEM CODE:

1 2
4

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA D. CONTRACTOR INFO

X 1. $10.0 - $ 49.9
X 2. 50.0 - 999.9
X 3. $1 MILLION 4.

SALARY OR LINE TOTAL a
OTHER INFO NO.

A I

II.A. FULL-TIME FACULTY

0ELOW $10.0 1

$10.0 - 14.9 2 1 0
15.0 - 19.9 3 3 1

20.0 - 24.9 4 48 23
25.0 - 29.9 $ 352 162
30.0 - 34.9 6 634 397
35.0 - 39.9 7 784 544
ABOVE 40.0 8 4276 3015

TOT 9-10 MD 9 6096 4962

TOT (9-10 MO 10

BELOW $10.0 11 9 7
$10.0 - 14.9 12 11 9
15.0 - 19.9 13 65 50
20.0 - 24.9 14 708 503
25.0 - 29.9 15 462 312
30.0 - 34.9 16 550 332
35.0 - 39.9 17 1128 742
ABOVE 40.0 18 4305 3424

TOT 11-12 MO 19 7238 5379

TOT FT FACULTY 20 13336 10341

II.B. ALL OTHER FULL -TIME EMPLOYEES

HUM $10.0 21
$10.0 - 14.9 22
15.0 - 19.9 23 2 0
20.0 - 24.9 24 2 1

25.0 - 29.9 25 128 30
30.0 - 34.9 26 284 65
35.0 - 39.9 27 277 77
ABOVE 40.0 28 1923 1224

TOT 8.1 29 2616 1397

C

0
1

21
158
319
452
3383
4334

6
6

36
356
235
256
616

3075
4586

8920

0
1

26
49
59

1070
1205

MALE

D E
-

0 0
0 0
0 0
3 6

10 26
20 39
63 95
96 166

0 0
0 0
1 1

6 13
4 11
6 15
3 30
33 74
53 144

149 310

0 0
0 0
0 3
I 6
8 6

59 47
75 62

F

0
0
2

15
42
32

265
356

1

3
12

128
61
54
92
237
588

944

0
0
0
2
4

46
52

0

0
0
0
0
0
1

9
10

0
0
0
0
1

1

1

5

8

.1*

0
0
1

0
0
2
3

* *

H

1

2
25
170
237
240
461
1136

2
2

15
205
150
218

'386
881

1859

2995

2
1

98
219
200
699

1219

I

I

2
19

151
188
196
409
966

2
1

4
150
126
181
310
761
1535

2501:

2
0

82
179
171
606
1040

FEMALE

J

-

0
0
1

0
9

11

14
35

0
0
1

2
1

8
19
24
55

90

0
1

11
16
14
40
82

K

0
0
2
6

17
18
14
57

0
0
3
7
8
4

11
19
52

109

0
0
2

10
7

22
41

L
-

0
0
3

12
23
13
22
73

0
1

7
45
15
25
45
75

213

286

0
0
2

11
8

26
47

a

M

0
0
0
1

0
2
2
5

0
0
0
1

0
0
1

2
4

9

0
0
1

3
0
5
9

11 7



SOURCE:IEEOC FORM 221
REVISED 1987

1987 HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION EEO -6 REPORT

CONSOLIDATED - ALL CAMPUSES

PAGE 2 C. CONTRALTED OR
DONATED SERVICES

1 2 3
4 5

I.
CONTROL NO : UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA D. CONTRACTOR INFO

FICE CODE:
SYSTEM CODE: X I. $10.0 - $ 41.1

X 2. 50.0 - 991.1
X 3. $1 MILLION +

SALARY OR LINE TOTAL MALE FEMALE
OTHER INFO NO.

A I C D E F 0 H I J K L M
- - - - - - - - - - - - -

BELOW $10.0 30 2 1 o 1 o o o 1 1 0 0 o o
$10.0 - 14.1 31 20 7 4 2 0 1 0 13 1 1 2 1 0

15.0 - 11.1 32 48 22 16 1 1 4 0 26 17 3 2 4 0

20.0 - 24.1 33 1377 453 315 24 30 83 1 924 611 34 62 131 6

25.0 - 29.1 34 3744 866 621 70 72 100 3 2878 2175 164 141 380 18
30.0 - 34.1 35 4168 1152 842 77 71 150 4 3816 2817 182 171 624 15
35.0 - 31.1 36 4003 1153 881 46 65 148 S 2850 2108 166 102 467 7

ABOVE 40.0 37 4132 1171 1635 65 71 116 4 2161 1731 100 62 257 11

TOT 8.2 38 18214 5625 4322 286 318 682 17 12661 1541 650 541 1864 57

BELOW $ 8.0 31 11 6 4 0 2 0 0 13 10 1 2 0 0
8 8.0 - 11.1 40 516 253 131 21 41 51 1 343 200 37 41 65 0

12.0 - 15.1 41 803 234 138 28 23 45 0 561 317 75 107 64 6

16.0 - 21.1 42 10418 1580 971 212 201 182 14 8118 5541 1300 1167 833 77
22.0 - 21.1 43 7122 116 610 140 117 125 4 6126 4093 784 573 626 50
ABOVE 30.0 44 197 90 62 14 11 2 1 107 78 11 7 10 1

TOT 8.3 45 19235 3151 1924 415 31S 405 20 16076 10231 2208 1897 1518 134

BELOW $ 8.0 46
$ 8.0 - 11.1 47 9 5 3 0 0 1 1 4 2 0 1 0 1

12.0 - 15.1 48 206 101 58 15 12 16 0 '105 57 9 14 25 0

16.0 - 21.1 49 2255 880 435 151 121 160 .5 1375 656
.726

270 181 239 21

22.0 - 21.1 50 2258 1039 678 144 95 119 3 1211 231 113 144 5

ABOVE 30.0 51 1156 838 675 41 44 74 4 318 238 25 20 33 2

TOT 8.4 52 5884 2863 1841 359 272 370 13 3021 1671' 535 337 441 21

BELOW $ 8.0 53
$ 8.0 - 11.1 54
12.0 - 15.1 55 8 8 2 1 2 1 0 2 1 0 1 0 0

16.0 - 21.1 56 72 35 20 5 8 2 0 37 18 7 8 4 0

22.0 - 21.1 57 216 270 183 27 54 4 2 26 16 4 5 0 1

ABOVE 30.0 58 1240 1214 900 106 128 60 20 25 19 2 4 0 1

TOT 8.5 59 1616 1525 1105 131 192 67 22 91 54 13 18 4 2

BELOW $ 8.0 60 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

8 8.0 - 11.9 61 10 4 2 1 1 0 0 8 5 0 0 1 0

12.0 - 17.9 62 1635 882 248 245 243 136 10 753 258 210 174 108 3

12



SOURCE: EEOC FORM 221 1187 NIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION EEO -6 REPORT PAGE 3 C. CONTRACTED OR
REVISED 1187 DONATED SERVICES

CONSOLIDATED - ALL CAMPUSES
1 2 3
4

I.
CONTROL NO : UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA D. CONTRACTOR INFO
FICE CODE:

SYSTEM CODE: X 1. $10.0 - $ 41.1
X 2. 50.0 - 111.1
X 3. $1 MILLION *

SALARY OR LINE TOTAL MALE 4 FEMALE
OTHER INFO NO.

A
-

I
-

C
-

0
-

E
-

F
-

0 H
-

I

-
J K L

-
M
-

18.0 - 24.1 63 3061 2084 67$ 601 606 278 16 177 221 313 211 138 6
ABOVE 25.0 64 618 632 373 115 18 37 1 66 4S 6 1 S 1

TOT 8.6 65 5406 3603 1218 971 848 451 35 1803 537 601 315 262 10

TOT PART I 66 53051 181Y2 11703 2245 2087 2027 110 34871 2301$ 4017 3237 4206 241

II.C. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

EXEC /ADM/MGR 67 216 184 167 5 7 s 0 32 21 0 1 1 1

SOFT MONEY 68 770 3125 2147 123 200 647 8 4845 3416 303 367 744 15
FOREIGN NATL
FACULTY 61 2343 1138 1221 21 123 566 0 405 245 6 30 124 1

FOREIGN NATL
NON-FACULTY 70 4207 1631 334 18 464 763 2 2576 712 58 513 1211 2

III. FULL-TIME FACULTY NY RANK AND TENURE

A. TENURED

PROFESSORS 71 462 4260 3858 41 103 231 11 368 333 8 11 14 2
ASSOC PROFS 72 1313 1083 136 36 43 67 1 310 261 8 15 18 0
ASST PROFS 73
INSTRUCTORS 74
LECTURERS 75 12S 71 62 5 s 6 1 46 38 0 3 4 1

OTMR FACULTY 76
TOT TENURED 77 6146 5422 4856 10 151 312 13 724 640' 16 21 36 3

S. NON-TENURED ON TRACK

PROFESSORS 78
ASSOC PROFS 71
ASST PROFS
INSTRUCTORS

80
81

1071
1

7S9
1

605
0

11
0

38
1

104
0

1

0
312

0
253

0
13
0

19
0

27
0

0
0

LECTURERS 82
OTMR FACULTY 83
TOT NON-TEN 84 1072 760 605 11 31 104 1 312 2S3 13 11 27 0

1 22



SOURCE: EEOC FORM 221 1987 HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION EEO -6 REPORT
REVISED 1987

CONSOLIDATED - ALL CAMPUSES

I.
CONTROL NO : UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

FICE CODE:
SYSTEM CODE:

PAGE 4 C. CONTRACTED OR
DONATED SERVICES

1 2 3
4

D. CONTRACTOR INFO

X I. $10.0 - $ 49.9
X 2. 50.0 - 999.9
X 3. $1 MILLION 4.

SALARY OR LINE TOTAL MALE -$ FEMALE
OTHER INFO NO.

A 8 C D E F 0 H I J K L M
- - -

C. OTHER

PROFESSORS OS 1325 990 886 11 18 74 1 335 288 13 5 28 1

ASSOC PROFS 86 1103 739 615 S 31 86 2 364 292 18 14 38 2
ASST PROFS 87 1804 1256 1030 11 38 176 1 548 450 9 20 68 1

INSTRUCTORS SO 166 121 107 1 5 8 0 4S 32 0 1 12 0
LECTURERS 89 564 296 263 5 8 20 0 268 238 1 7 21 1

OMR FACULTY 90 1290 836 608 18 25 185 0 454 345 22 18 68 1

TOT OTHER 91 6252 4238 3509 51 125 549 4 2014 1645 63 65 235 6

TOT PART III 92 13470 10420 8970 152 315 965 18 3050 2538 92 113 298

IV. OTHER EMPLOYMENT DATA - PART TIME AND NEW HIRES

PART -TIME

EXEC/ADM/MGR 93 65 41 37 1 1 1 1 24 21 1 2 0 0
FACULTY 94 4700 3062 2307 53 124 570 8 1638 1318 34 87 196 3
INSTR/RCN AST 95 12730 8226 5699 113 387 2008 19 4504 3460 80 227 726 II
PROF NON-FAC 96 1853 652 475 32 42 102 1 1201 942 45 Si 151 7
SECY/CLER 97 3318 762 479 100 93 84 1 2556 1692 318 249 278 19
TECH PARA PRF 98 1304 633 431 45 41 III s 671 452 46 S4 112 7
SKLD CRAFT 99 131 125 98 6 16 4 1 6 3 0 0 3 0
SERV MAINT. 100 1138 687 281 136 154 115 1 01 209 74 83 82 3
TOT PAT-TIME 101 25239 14188 9807 486 858 299S . 42 11051 8097 598 758 1548 50

/_/ NONE

NEW HIRES

EXEC/ADM/MGR 102 65 42 37 3 0
FACULTY TEN 103 69 60 51 2 2

2
s

0
0

23 22
9 8

1

0
0
1

0
0

0
0

FAC NON-TEN. 104 140 101 75 0 4 22 0 39 26 4 3 1 0
FAC OTHER 105 644 462 369 6 14 73 0 182 143 2 6 30 1

PROF. NON-FAC 106 925 228 179 11 12 26 0 697 538 35 29 90 s
SECY/CLER 107 944 177 118 9 20 29 1 767 508 80 97 79 3
TECH PARA PRF 108 291 147 103 12 10
SKLD CRAFT 109 34 29 24 1 4

22
0

0
0

144 88
S 2

15
2

14
0

25
0

2
1

SERV MAINT. 110 238 171 56 48 37 30 0 67 30 14 11 12 0
TOT NEW HAS 111 3350 1417 1012 92 103 209 1 1933 1365 153 161 242 12

/_/ NONE

123 124



PAGE 1

JOB ID: FCPAA2
RPT ID: FCPAA2.41
RUNDATE: 04/18/88
EFF. DATE: OCT 07 F

$40.000-44,919
$45,000-49,111
$50,000-64,919
$55,000-51,119
$10,000-ABOVE

TOTAL

California Postsecondary Education C011UlliSSi011
Supplement to the

HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EEO -6) SURVEY

AA 2.41
SUPPLEMENT - 1 -10 PO. FACULTY - ANNSAL GE $40,000

UNIVERSITYWIDE

DAVID PIERPONT GARDNER
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
2199 ADDISON STREET
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

USINICON44401M1=
TOTAL TOT-M M N I N M TOT-F F F F F F8+1 C-0 WHITE BLACK HISP. ASIAN IND. I-M WHITE BLACK HISP. ASIAN IND.A B C D E F 0 N I J K L N

668 519 427 13 21 54 4 149 127 4 7 9 2579 481 411 17 12 39 3 18 84 5 .4 5 0544 471 422 11 14 81 1 65 60 2 . 2 0541 496 448 I 13 27 0 50 45 2 1 2 01939 1840 1676 14 86 115 1 99 93 1 1 4 0

4271 3815 3383 63 95 266 9 461 408 14 14 22 2

NUMBER OF PEOPLE NOT INCLUDED BECAUSE OF INVALID SEX OR ETHNICITY 18

PAGE

California Postsecondary Education Commission
Supplement to the

. HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EEO-6) SURVEY

JOB ID: FCPAA2
RPT ID: FCPAA2.42
RUNDATE: 04/18/88
EFF. DATE: OCT 87 F

$40,000-44,911
165,000-48,999
$50.000-54,991
$66,000-51,111
660,000-ABOVE

TOTAL

TOTAL
1+1
A

198
935
543
344

1884

4304

AA 2.42
SUPPLEMENT - 11-12 PO. FACULTY - ANNSAL OE $40,000

UNIVERSITYWIDE

TOT-1 0 I N N 0
C-0 WHITE BLACK HISP. ASIAN IND.
B C D E F 0

466 407
573 412
429 388 7
214 254

1671 1583 13

11 45
19 57
12 22

21
26 12

0
0
0
0
5

3423 3074 33 74 217 5

NUMBER OF PEOPLE NOT INCLUDED BECAUSE OF INVALID SEX ON ETHNICITY 8

125

DAVID PIERPONT GARDNER
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
2199 ADDISON STREET
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

Consolidated

TOT-F F
I-M WHITE BLACK HISP. ASIAN
H

F
IND.

232 203 4 3 21 1

262 225 1 5 25 0
114 96 4 2 11 1
60 49 3 3 5 0
213 188 6 6 13 0

881 761 24 II 75 2
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JOB ID: FCPAA2
NPT ID: FCPAA2.40
RUNDATE: 04/10/9
EFF. DATE: OCT 87 F

840,000-44.111
$45,000-41,,,,
$50,000-54,111
855,000-51.11!
860.000-ABOVE

TOTAL

California Postsecondary Education Commission
Supplement to the

HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EEO -6) SURVEY

AA 2.40
SUPPLEMENT - EXECUTIVE - MANAGERIAL - ANNSAL OE $40,000

UNIVERSITYWIDE

DAVID PIERPONT GARDNER
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
2199 ADDISON STREET
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

Consolidated

TOTAL
1111

A

TOT-M
C-0
B

M
WHITE
C

M
BLACK
D

M
NISP.
E

M
ASIAN
F

M
IND.
0
4MM111,11,

TOT-F
I-M
N

F
WHITE
1

F
BLACK
J

F
NISP.
K

F
ASIAN
L

F
IND.
PK

294 124 102 11 5 6 0 170 146 e 6 e 2

211 127 107 4 9 7 1 164 145 7 6 5 1

266 149 128 9 5 6 1 119 106 0 1 3 0

223 131 115 11 e I 0 94 66 6 6 5 1

941 686 618 28 21 11 0 163 143 11 3 5 1

1123 1224 1070 51 47 46 2 611 606 40 22 26 5

NUMBER OF PEOPLE NOT INCLUDED BECAUSE OF INVALID SEX OR ETHNICITY 4
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JOB ID: FCPAA2
RPT ID: FCPAA2.43
RUNDATE: 04/18/88
EFF. DATE: OCT Si F

California Postsecondary Education Commission
Supplement to the

HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EEO -6) SURVEY

AA 2.43
SUPPLEMENT-PROFESSIONAL- NON-FACULTY - ANNSAL OE $40,000

UNIVERSITYWIDE

TOTAL
11+11

A

TOT-M
C-0
B

M
WHITE
C

M
BLACK
D

9
NISP.
E

M
ASIAN
F

$40,000-44,111 2204 783 614 81 40 91

$45,000-41,111 833 422 836 15 22 49

850,000-54,111 404 334 290 8 8 31

$55,000-511,111 203 141 127 1 4 1

860,000-ABOVE 408 261 269 2 2 11

TOTAL 4132 1171 1635 65 71 116

DAVID PIERPONT GARDNER
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
2199 ADDISON STREET
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

Consolidated

I,

IND.
0

TOT-F
I-M
H

F
WHITE
1

F
BLACK
J

F
HISP.
K

F
ASIAN
L

F
IND.
M

1 1421 1136 61 38 168 10

1 411 326 18 14 53 0

2 150 111 5 4 21 1

0 62 51 1 2 8 0

0 117 11 7 4 7 0

4 2161 1731 100 62 257 11

NUMBER OF PEOPLE NOT INCLUDED BECAUSE OF INVALID SEX OR ETHNICITY 4

127
12.8
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PAGE 1
HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EEO-6) SURVEY

JOB ID: FCPAA2
RPT ID: FCPAA2.44 AA 2.44
RUNDATE: 04/19/99 SUPPLEMENT - TECHNICAL. CLERICAL, SKILLED CRAFT-ANNSAL OE
EFF. DATE: OCT 87 F UNIVERSITYWIDE

TOTAL TOT-M M TOT-F
C-0 WHITE BLACK AISP. ASIAN IND. I-M

FUC A 0
---

$30,000

F
WHITE BLACK

DAVID PIERPONT GARDNER
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
2199 ADDISON STREET
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

Consolidated

HISP. ASIAN IND.

- - - -
C $30,000-31,999 249 143 108 6 15 14 0 106 01 6 7 11 1

$32,000-33,999 266 164 128 11 8 18 1 102 90 7 7 0 0
$34,000-35,999 195 153 123 12 2 14 2 42 21 . 5 2 5 1

$36,000-37,999 154 126 103 4 7 11 1 28 20 3 1 4 0
$38,000-ABOVE 292 252 213 8 14 17 0 40 29 4 3 5 0

TOTAL FOC C 1156 838 675 41 44 74 318 239 25 20 33 2

NUMBER OF PEOPLE NOT INCLUDED BECAUSE OF INVALID SEX OR ETHNICITY 0

D $30,000-31,999 100 31 29 6 4 0 1 61 45 4 6 5 1

$32,000-33,911 51 22 15 2 4 1 0 21 22 4 0 3 0
$34,000-35,90 24 21 12 5 3 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 0
$36,000-37,999 6 2 2 0 0 0 0 3 2 1 0 0 0
$39,000-ABOVE 11 6 4 1 0 1 0 11 8 0 1 2 0

TOTAL FOC 0 197 00 62 14 11 2 1 107 78 11 7 10 1

RUMEN OF PEOPLE NOT INCLUDED BECAUSE OF INVALID SEX ON ETHNICITY 0

E $30,000-31,10 120 II? 08 3 11 6
$32,000-33,10 307 301 210 33 39 13
04,000-35,90 118 115 89 5 14 4
06,000-37,10 321 324 232 29 37 11
038,000-ABOVE 366 357 281 37 10 18

1

1
3
8
2

3
6
8

3
$

0
0
1

0
1

0
0
2
0
2

0
0
0
0
0

0
1

0
0
0

TOTAL FOC E 1240 1214 100 106 128 60 20 26 11 2 4 0 1

NUMBER OF PEOPLE.NOT INCLUDED BECAUSE OF INVALID SEX OR ETHNICITY' 0

TOTAL 2593 2142 1637 161 183 136 25 451 335 0 31 43 4

NUMBER OF PEOPLE NOT, INCLUDED BECAUSE OF INVALID SEX OR ETHNICITY 0

I i1 0
1P9
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JON ID: FCPAA2
NPT ID: FCPAA2.45
NUNDATE: 04/19/99
EFF. DATE: OCT 17 F

California Postsecondary Education Commission
Supplement to the

HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF INFORMATION (EEO -6) SURVEY

AA 2.411
SUPPLEMENT - SERVICE - ANNCAL OE 925,000

UNIVERSITYNIDE

DAVID PIERPONT GARDNER
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
2199 ADDISON STREET
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

Consolidated

TOTAL

A

TOT-M
C-0
B

M
WHITE
C

111

BLACK
D

M
NISP.
E

M
ASIAN
F

M
IND.
0

TOT-F
I-M

F
WAITE BLACK NISP. ASIAN IND.

525,000-26,1ff 150 132 73 20 27 e 4 19 10. 2 5 1 0

927,000-2941f 194 172 71 53 29 14 1 12 I o 2 1 1

821,000-30,111 07 TO 43 13 15 1 1 1 7 1 1 0 0

531,000-32M1 111 100 71 12 13 2 2 11 12 2 0 2 0

$33,000-ABOVE 160 143 110 11 15 7 1 11 $ 1 1 1 0

TOTAL 617 631 373 114 19 37 1 11 45 1 1 5 1

NUMBER OF PEOPLE NOT INCLUDED BECAUSE OF INVALID SEX OR ETHNICITY

131
132
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CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1107 NINTH STREET

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 93614
(916) 4434732

may 20, 1988

Mr. Kenneth B. O'Biren
Associate Director, CPEC
1020 12th Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ken:

Enclosed is narrative from a report titled "Ethnic Minorities and Women in
Faculty and Administrative Positions in California Community Colleges" that
should assist you in readying the AB 605 report.

Previously, we made available to you the most recent racial and ethnic data
available for California's Public Community Colleges in the form of:

1) The 1988 Chancellor's Office report on affirmative action staffing in
public community colleges (mainly Fall 1986 data), and

2) Computer printouts presenting Fall 1987 racial and ethnic
distributions, by community college district, for six employment
catagories.

I hope this material meets your needs. If you have any questions, please let
me know.

Sincerely,

kweAgAre-- A 6-41%2

Gus Guichard
Senior Vice Chancellor

rem
cc: Penny Edgert



Affirmative Action at the
California Community Colleges

A Report tu the
California Postsecondary Education Commission

(extracted from a larger report titled
Ethnic Minorities and Women in Faculty and

Administrative Positions in Community Colleges
that is scheduled for Board of Governors

discussion June 2-3)

Submitted by:

Chancellor's Offfice
California Community Colleges

May 1988
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Introduction

A special report titled Ethnic Minorities and Women in Faculty and Administrative
Positions in Community Colleges examines earlier affirmative action efforts and
considers new ways of assisting the colleges in their efforts to increase the
representation of minorities and women within the Community College workforce.
The information herein was extracted from that report which is scheduled for Board
of Governors discussion June 2-3.

Background and Analysis

the representation of ethnic minorities in full-time faculty positions was 14.9
percent in Fall 1986 and 15.5 percent in Fall 1987;

The representation of women in full-time faculty positions was 36.7 percent in
Fall of 1986 and 37.1 percent in Fall 1987;

the representation of ethnic minorities in certificated administrative positions
was 24.3 percent in Fall 1986;

the representation of women in certificated administrative positions was 28.3
percent in Fall 1986;

no community college in California has achieved a balance between the
number of minorities on its faculty and the district's general adult population;

most community colleges have made only slight progress in hiring women and
minorities in the eleven years that Title 5 regulations have required
affirmative action;

the average representation of ethnic minorities in full-time faculty positions
was 15 percent;

the average representation of women in full-time faculty positions was 35
percent;

the average representation of ethnic minorities in full-time administrative
positions was 22 percent:

the average representation of women in full-time administrative positions was
28 percent;

systemwide, opportunities for replacing faculty members and administrators
with ethnic minorities and women fell short of expectations; and
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generally, colleges with the fewest employees experience the mu t. difficulties
in achieving success in hiring minorities and women.

Following the presentation of current hiring practices, the report:

offers possible reasons why affirmative action effortsare falling short in most
colleges and recommends that both state and local personnel practices be
reviewed;

discusses the rapidly increasing ethnic and cultural diversity of California's
population in terms of a window of opportunity to replace approximately one-
half of our faculty during the next decade;

identifies policies and practices that might lead to expanded representation of
minorities and women in faculty and administrative positions; and

highlights the recommendations of an ad hoc committee, and includes staff
responses that convey the sense that most of the recommendations are
workable but hinge upon additional resources and, more importantly, a
renewed and shared commitment among trustees, administrators, faculty, and
communities.

Concerns About the Representation of Ethnic Minorities and Women

Within two decades, the majority of California's population will be non-White.
Immigrants from Latin America and Asia will swell the ranks of existing minority
communities of Blacks and Hispanics to form a unique cultural and ethnic
pluralism. Community colleges may be the institutional link for many members of
these groups who wish to acquire the skills -- language, vocational, and academic --
for meaningful participation in our society. However, although equal educational
opportunity efforts of the past have increased the number of minority students
enrolling in postsecondary education, the number who graduate from college,
including community college, or complete their education program, has not
substantially increased. For example, Hispanics continue to be more
underrepresented at all levels and in all segments of postsecondary education than
any other group. Meanwhile, Blacks have attained equal representation in the
community colleges, but they continue to be underrepresented among students who
graduate from those colleges or transfer to four-year institutions.

The high attrition of Mexican-Americans and Black youth at all points along the
high school-college continuum is cause for concern, given the population trends and
changing demographics in the state. The underrepresentation of these minorities in
colleges and universities increases at each succeeding level, and it is unreasonable to
expect to achieve proportional representation in postsecondary education without
more and varied efforts.
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Affirmative action employment programs were developed to overcome the lingering
effects of racial and other types of discrimination. in America, such as very low
representation of racial or ethnic minorities in well-paying jobs. Although equal
employment opportunity programs had existed for years prior to the .passage of the.
Civil Rights Act of 1964, those programs had not brought about significant changes
in the level of representation of ethnic and racial minorities in the nation's public or
private work forces. Affirmative action was conceived as a way to be more effective
in solving these problems.

The California Community Colleges are subject to the state mandate requiring
employment affirmative action programs in Education Code Sections 87100 through
87106. Such programs were deemed to be necessary by the Legislature when it
declared that:

(a) Generally speaking, California community colleges employ a
disproportionately low number of racial and ethnic minority classified and
certificated employees and a disproportionately low number ofwomen and members
of racial and ethnic minorities in administrative positions.

(b) It is educationally sound for the minority student attending a racially-
impacted school to have available the positive image provided by minority classified
and certificated employees. It is likewise educationally sound for the_ child from the
majority group to have positive experiences with minority people which can be
provided, in part, by having minority classified and certificated employees at schools
where the enrollment is largely made up of majority group students. It is also
educationally important for students to observe that women as well as men can
assume responsible and diverse rolcs in society.

It is the intent of the Legislature to require educational agencies to adopt and
implement plans for increasing the numbers of women and minority persons at all
levels of responsibility.

In March 1986, the Commission for the Review of the Master Plan for Higher
Education issued its report in final draft form on its reassessment of the California
community colleges. in Chapter Four, "Faculty and Administrators," the
Commission made thirteen recommendations, including a very significant one
concerning recruitment and affirmative action. The Commission recommended:

That the Board of Governors prepare a plan for strengthening community
college faculty and staff affirmative action policies and programs and
monitor and publish the results by college.

The plan should include clear lines of district accountability for its
success and ensure participation in and commitment to effective
affirmative action by district trustees, administrators, and faculty alike.
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This plan to be adopted by the Board of Governors shall address the need
to strengthen community college faculty and staff affirmative action
policies and programs as well as provide for mechanisms to monitor the
results by college. The results shall be made public in accordance_with.
existing statutes and regulations.

Statewide Leadership in Affirmative Action

1. Role of the Board of Governors

In 1977, the Board of Governors adopted regulations requiring all seventy
community college districts to adopt and implement programs to increase the
number of women, ethnic minority persons, and the handicapped at all levels of
responsibility. This directive was accompanied by guidelines that consolidated
and clarified existing federal and state regulations. The guidelines included
the essential elements of an affirmative action plan and techniques for its
implementation. Emphasis was placed on the need for local governing boards
and chief administrative officers to establish clear policies of equal
employment opportunity, supported by effective affirmative action programs.

In September 1978, the Education Code was amended to add state mandates for
district employment affirmative action programs. (See Appendix A.)

Two years later, in spite of the Education Code and Administrative Code, Title
5 requirements, fewer than half of the districts had adopted and implemented
such programs. This was revealed in the First Report to the Legislature on the
Affirmative Action Program in the California Community Colleges, issued in
January 1981.

In early 1981, the Board of Governors directed staff to prepare new
Administrative Code, Title 5 regulations mandating specific district
requirements that could be enforced more effectively. Concurrently, work was
begun on the development of other regulations that would provide a
mechanism for enforcement of all regulations designated as minimum
standards. In December 1981, the Board adopted regulations on affirmative
action that had been developed following an extended period of public
discussion. Section 53005 of the regulations specified the following minimum
standards for receipt of state aid:

adoption of an affirmative action policy,

preparation of a plan,

submission of progress reports, and
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affirmative action recruitment.

As of November 1983, the Chancellor's Office has had the_legal authority, to,
-impose sanctionsOn districti-n-Otiii compliance with minimum standards. The
enforcement- procedure requires the Chancellor to first give the noncomplying
district the opportunity to comply or respond, or to set a timetable for
compliance. If a district is in violation ofa minimum standard and does not
submit a satisfactory plan of correction, the Chancellor may ask the Board of
Governors for authority to withhold a portion of the district's state support.

However, although the mechanism for enforcement is now in place, staff
continues to emphasize that the Chancellor's Office would prefer voluntary
compliance.

2. Role of the Chancellor's Office

The role of the Chancellor's Office is to carry out the intent of the Legislature to
"establish and maintain a policy of equal opportunity in employment for all
persons and to prohibit discrimination based on race, sex, color, religion, age,
handicap, ancestry, or national origin" in the public community college system.
Also, it is to promote equal employment opportunity through a continuing
affirmative action employment program and to require educational agencies
to adopt and implement plans for increasing the numbers ofwomen and ethnic
minority persons at all levels of responsibility."

As the coordinating agency for seventy community college districts, the
Chancellor's Office is to provide leadership, policy interpretation, technical
assistance, and measurements of compliance with state and federal mandates.
Within the Chancellor's Office, the Planning and Special Projects Division
provides technical assistance to districts through regional meetings, state
conferences, correspondence and individual meetings upon request.

Over the years, the Chancellor's Office has provided some state leadership to
community colleges in several areas:

(a) development and interpretation of affirmative action regulations;

(b) adoption of an enforcement mechanism for district compliance with
minimum standards;

(c) development- of regulations on the investigation of discrimination
complaints against districts;

(d) publication of a model affirmative action plan; and,

, A
14
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(e) development of availability data and formulas for goal-setting by
districts.

Having said this, staff must acknowledge that its leadership to date has been
inconsistent and sporadic.

More recently, however, the Chancellor's Office has sought to regularize the
development and approval of district affirmative action goals and time tables,
and has completed plans for on-site audits of 21 community colleges during the
spring of 1988. The Chancellor has also established an affirmative action
advisory committee, which is charged with a variety of policy-recommending
functions. The Chancellor's Office also provides assistance to community
college districts by means of an affirmative action job-listing newsletter that
advertises current openings in the various districts.

Two other aspects of the Chancellor's responsibility -- Discrimination
Complaints, and Availability Formulas and Benchmarks -- deserve special
mention:

DiscriminationComplatnts

The Chancellor's Office administers the provisions of Assembly Bill 803
enacting Government Code Sections 11135-11139.5 for the California
Community Colleges. Assembly Bill 803 prohibits un!awful discrimination in
programs receiving state assistance (see Appendix D). The statute begins:

Section 11135. No person in the State of California shall, on the
basis of ethnic group identification, religion, age, sex, color or
physical or mental disability, be unlawfully subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity that is funded directly
by the state or receives any financial assistance from the state.

The statute charges state agencies, such as the Chancellor's Office, that
administer state-funded programs with enforcement of its provisions and
requires them to adopt regulations to that end. The Board of Governors
adopted regulations implementing this statute at its December 1980 meeting.

These regulations establish a two-level process. Complaints of unlawful
discrimination are received first by the community college district and then by
the Chancellor. If it is determined that the district did discriminate, the
Chancellor is to take appropriate remedial action. State funds may be withheld
only when compliance cannot be secured by voluntary means. The district may
seek judicial review of the Chancellor's decision.

141
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New Availability Formulas and Benchmarks

From the beginning, the most difficult compliance regulation. to meet has been
in_th_e_area of employment goals and timetables._ Due, to_the..absence-of
appropriate statistics, goals and timetables were previously set by comparing
the actual district workforce to the 1970 statewide civilian labor force,
determining the degree of underrepresentation of women and ethnic minorities
among district employees, and then setting employment goals over a three-
year period. (The civilian labor force is defined as those 16 years of age or over
and eligible to work.)

To clarify the availability data issue, the Chancellor's Office convened the
State Task Force on Availability Data in 1982. This group developed a new
formula for determining the availability of qualified women and ethnic
minorities. For professional categories ;administrative, faculty, and
professional nonfaculty), the formula requires a special analysis and a
statewide recruitment base.

For nonprofessional categories (secretarial/clerical, technical/paraprofessional,
skilled crafts, and service/maintenance), the Task Force recommends a three-
factor analysis and a local recruitment base. (County or SMSA* figures are to
be used.) By comparing the actual workforce of any community college district
with the established availability benchmarks, underrepresentation can be
computed for any of the EEO -6 job categories.**

Future Demand for Faculty in the California Community Colleges

Within ten to twelve years, California will have an ethnically and culturally diverse
population with correspondingly diverse educational needs: retraining for workers
in a continually changing economy; language education to meet the needs of the
thousands of immigrants from Asia and Central America instead of from Northern
Europe, as in historical periods; improving basic communication skills for citizens
who have left high school, or managed to graduate in some cases, without
reading and writing skills; and providing older citizens with the continuing
education and skills with which they may enrich their lives. It is the community
colleges that are in the most accessible locations and that are flexible enough to
educate all of these many groups with their diverse educational needs. One obvious
and important way to better serve this cultural diversity among California's citizens
is through role models in the front of the classrooms.

*Standard Nletrapolitan Statibtical Area
**Final Report of the Task Force on Availability Data, Chancellor's OlTicc, October 1983.
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Over the next decade, community colleges will experience a window of opportunity to
replace approximately one half of the faculty due to: anticipated retirements,
-ordinary separations, and increased student demand. Stringent measures are
necessary to ensure that the colleges meet affirmative action goats during_this period
of unprecederitedopportunity. Of the full-time faculty, about 40 percent are now age
50 or older;-while 26,percent are age. 55 or older. 'Therefore, approximately 5,000 or
about one-third of the full-time faculty will retire during the next decade, assuming
that faculty retire at an average age of 62. Additionally, about one-fifth of the
currently employed part-time faculty can be expected to retire over the next decade.
This will mean that, in addition, 5,000 part-time faculty members will need to be
replaced (Study of Part-Tune Instruction, California Community Colleges, January
1987).

According to studies of the state Department of Finance in 1986, community college
enrollments are expected to grow during the coming decade by 182,000 students, or
16 percent. This growth and the nonretirement separations that occur annually,
mean that more than 18,000 new faculty will :3e needed by 1995. If this projection
holds true, more than half of the current full-time faculty will need to be replaced
during the next decade.

There have been modest gains in the proportion of minority faculty teaching full
time. While the number of full-time faculty decreased between 1981 and 1985, the
number of minorities teaching full-time increased by more than 8 percent.

The trend for part-time faculty has been different, in that the distribution of part-
time Caucasian and minority faculty has remained virtually unchanged. It appears
that districts did not give the same emphasis to the affirmative action requirements
in selecting part-time faculty as they did in selecting full-time faculty, albeit this
was quite limited. Table 2 depicts the estimated changes in faculty over the next
decade.

'Fable 2

Estimated New Community College Faculty Needed
During Next Decade

Full time ['art time Total
Retiretnenth 5,200 4,900 10,100
0' her Separat ions 2,200 ? 2,200
Positions Created by 2,400 3,600 6,000
Enrolment Growth

Total 9,800 8,500 18,300

SOURCE: Siudy of Par t me Instruction, January 1987, Chancellor's Office,
California Community Colleges, Sacramento, California.

14



Affirmative Action Report 9

There is currently no information available on the teaching disciplines which will be
in "high demand" in the future.

Policies and Practices For increased Representation

Following the February 1987 release by the Chancellor's Office of the report
Affirmative Action in California Community Colleges, an Ad Hoc Affirmative Action
Advisory Committee was appointed. It was charged to consider the report's
implications and to present a series of recommendations to improve
"underrepresentation" of protected groups; i.e., ethnic minorities and women in the
community college workforce.

Each of the Ad Hoc Committee's ten recommendations are presented here, together
with comments by the staff of the Chancellor's Office.

Organizational Responsibility and Responsiveness

1, Administrative Authority and Accc

"The Chancellor and each community college district, utilizing a
definitive staffing formula(s) -- e.g., FTE ratio, ADA, etc. -- shall
create and activate an Affirmative Action Officer positionts) and an
Affirmative Action Office, staffed by an experienced Affirmative
Action professional(s).

Staff Comment

Each community college district shob,ld seriously consider
establishing a full-time affirmative action officer position which will
report to the chief executive officer for all matters pertaining to
affirmative action, equal employment opportunity, gender equity, and
related employment civil rights responsibilities.

This position should be one which does not include any visible
conflict of interest in its design, i.e., one which does not include any
responsibilities best implemented by a separate personnel manager.
The affirmative action officer would provide the leadership and staff
work necessary to structure, implement and monitor the district's
affirmative action policies and related processes and procedures.
This office would prepare and present the district's annual
reaffirmation to the mission and goals of affirmative action, recruit
for underrepresented protected groups, monitor the hiring
opportunities and results, and determine the appropriate employment
goals for each protected group, ethnic minorities or women, who are
underrepresented in the district.

14 4
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Section 53042 of Title 5 California Administrative Code, states in
part, the community college district shall designate an affirmative
action officer to administer the affirmative action program. This
officer shall report to the chief district administrator or designee who
reports to the chief district administrator." Another Title 5
regulation, Section 53010, requires the Chancellor to ". . . cooperate
with and render assistance to community colleges in carrying out the
provisions of this subchapter."

2. Technical Assistance and Liaison

The Chancellor. in coordination with the 70 community college
districts, shall establish, articulate, and distribute minimum
standards designed to assist district compliance relative to
Affirmative Action.

Staff Comment

There is little question that existing statutes are either
mtsit nder,stood, overlooked, or disregarded by some colleges. In
others, good faith efforts to embrace existing statutes are producing
limited positive results.

Improvement to hiring rates most likely would occur if the
Chancellor's Office staff and community college administrators and
faculty working together established affirmative action as a high
priority. During the past several months, the Chancellor's Office has
begun regularizing its receipt and review of district goals vs.
timetables, it is organizing to do campus visits, and has activated
policy recommending advisory committees. All of these efforts should
result in better articulation and understanding- -but much more
needs to be done that can be achieved only with additional resources.

3. Compliance/Accountability Assessment

District progress and commitment to Affirmative Action shall be
assessed based upon positive results and "good faith efforts"
achieved in relation to the established, minimum standards for
Affirmative Action and the district's approved Affirmative Action
Program.

Staff Comment

The systemwide office needs to review the effectiveness of district
efforts in hiring and promoting protected group members; to measure
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the progress of districts in meeting the locally adopted affirmative
action goals and timetables for the employment of ethnic minorities
and women over the preceding three years; and to review the
effectiveness of each district's discrimination complaint procedures.
Because of the size of the community college system in California, it
would be advisable to review 20 percent of-the colleges each year so
that the entire system consisting of 106 colleges is reviewed every five
years. The effectiveness of a college's efforts and results can best be
measured by visiting each college and reviewing college personnel
records, interviewing college staff and students: analyzinj hiring and
promotional opportunities and outcomes: and by proposing specific
recommendations tailored to the needs and deficiencies of the
individual colleges.

College visitations could be conducted through the use of compliance
review teams consisting of two or three persons whose professional
expertise would be in the area of employment affirmative action
programs in community colleges and other postsecondary
institutions. One college compliance review was conducted during
fiscal year 1986-87 at the College of the Desert which served as a test
run for the feasibility of reviewing twenty percent of the colleges each
year

The Chancellor's staff is now visiting some twenty additional
colleges. A contract has been established with the Los Rios District
for this purpose, and a special contractor has been engaged.

Staff believes these efforts will result in greater commitment to
affirmative action and better unders!anding of existing regulations
and minimum standards.

4. Resources Allocation

Affirmative Action programs, as required by state mandates and as
an integral part of personnel management, shall be fut,.._ ,d on a
state-mandated, district match basis as a defined percentage of
budgeted personnel costs.

Staff Comment

Typically, such requests for state funding for affirmative action
program support has not been favorably received. However, if some
accommodation.; are not made in budget allocations, then the
promises of providing a "bias-free" work environment and providing
.minorities and women with fair and equitable treatment in the
pursuit of employment will continue to be difficult to achieve. Not.'
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affirmative action funding is needed to improve recruitment, to fund
staff in-service. to promote understanding for the program and to
help develop greater commitmentat all profesFional levels.

Although some hold the position that no amount of funding will
improve affirmative action. .hirings and intergroup relations until
andior unless there is universal acceptance and high prioritization of
the importance of achieving equity in the community college work
place. nevertheless. a step in the right direction would be to provide
adequate funding for the affirmative action program.

District Accountability -- Internal Programs

1. Operational Training: Affirmative Action Concepts and Practices

A program of in-service training for trustees, administrators,
faculty, and staff shall be instituted by the Chancellor and each
community college district. This program shall stress the
establishment and implementation of federal and state
(Chancellor's Office) Affirmative Action standards and related goals
and timetables.

2. Staff and Program Awareness Training

Community college districts shall provide awareness training
programs to increase the awareness of the Board, faculty, staff,
administration, and "on-campus" community concerning the
cultural, societal, and perceptual diversity of affected populations.

Staff Comment on #1 and #2

Within limited resources available to the Chancellor's Office, in-
service training on existing Title 5 affirmative action minimum
standards. including the concept of equal employment opportunity.
should be available for local trustees. administrators. faculty and
staff Such in-service training will be supplemented by local efforts.
Focus should be maintained on quality affirmative action programs
and the benefits ()fan effective program.

Among the expected outcomes would be the increased commitment by
local policymakers and a more sensitized staff at the local level where
affirmative action programs must be successful in producing positive
results in the representation of protected group members.
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3. "Upward Mobility" and Staff Retention

The Chancellor, in coordination with district administrators, shall
institute and monitor district programs which foster "upward
mobility" and internship opportunities for existing staff.

Staff Comment

The Chancellor's Office currently has several programs for funding
staff development and staff retention efforts.

In the vocational education area, over one million dollars has
been directed annually from federal funds into program
improvement activities such as staff development. Faculty
members are eligible to attend the staff development activities if
they serve (a) limited English populations; (b) disadvantaged;
(c)' single parents; or, (d) disabled persons. Of the one million
dollars, approximately four hundred thousand dollars are
earmarked for gender equity staff development activities.

In the academic affairs area, staff development activities are
funded through the Fund for Instructional Improvement. The
Fund is a state-level source of support of curricular and
pedagogical experimentation and professional development for
community college faculty. Because of its modest size in
comparison to the number of colleges in the system, the Board
has historically emphasized the award of small grants to spread
the Fund to benefit as 'many colleges, disciplines, and
individuals as possible. For the 1987-88 fiscal year.
approximately $536,000 is available for grants and $184,000
for loans.

In the Employer-Based Training unit, one of the major projects
providing for staff development is the Vocational Instructor and
Career Counselor In-Service Training Program. which focuses
on providing upgraded training to enable colleges to have
"state-of-the.art" personnel providing instruction and career
guidance. In 1984. the Legislature approved AR 3938 which
provided two million dollars for in-service training to increase
and update the competencies of vocational education instructors
and counselors for the fiscal years 1984-85 and 1985-86. An
additional million was provided for fiscal 1986-87 and the
1987-88 budget provides $1.05 million for the fourth year of
operation. During the first three years of operation. in-service
training has been provided to 499 instructors and 96
counselors.
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The Chancellor's staff should consider how best to utilize these
funding source. A, assist ethnic minority faculty members. in. hotly
upwardly mobile. Qualified ethnic minority faculty members are in
such demand that institutions of higher education must compete for
them with zeal.. It is important that once these persons arrive on
campus that doors be open to them to make it attractive for them to
stay.

District Accountability -- External Support Services

1. Affirmative Action Marketing Strategies

The Chancellor and the community college districts shall prepare an
annual report identifying Affirmative Action progress and the
enhancement of opportunities for affected groups.

Staff Comment

This agenda item constitutes an effort to return to a yearly report
identifying affirmative action progress and advancement of
opportunities. The results of current reviews of district goals and
timetables and the results of the site reviews scheduled for this Spring
can be included in the next annual report.

Ideally, these reports should be forwarded to those local community
agencies, organizations. andior individuals who support affirmative
action and equal opportunity activities to encourage their support and
assistance in meeting stated district goals. Staff agrees that
affirmative action advisory committees) be formed by the districts,
including within their membership representatives from community
organizations that foster affirmative action principles, and have
resources which could assist the Chancellor and the districts in
achieving their affirmative action goals

Little has bee, clone in the Chancellor's Office in the way of
affirmative action marketing strategies. However, in the future staff
might coordinati such efforts with the colleges assuming primary
responsibility.

2. Administrative, Faculty, and Staff Recruitment Efforts

The Chancellor. in coordination with the University of California,
the California State University, and the community college
districts, shall participate in the development and distribution ofan
Affected Class Registry.

14
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Staff Comment

The Chancellor's Office can provide leadership in the area of special
recruitment efforts for underrepresented protected group members
`through the.rreation:of an AffirmativeAction Ri.6.!ry utilizing the
concept of an electronic bulletin board - on a pilot basis initially.
Using job applicant information from various sources, an
information network could be established to notify and tdentil:y
qualified applicants regarding job vacancies in the community
colleges for which these applicants would probably qualify. Colleges
would have the opportunity to publicize current employment
opportunities in the registry by submitting ,job int..rnation to the
Chancellor's Office on a continuous basis for weekly updating.
College information would be sent to the registry office in the
Chancellor's Office where it would be coded and entered into the
memory banks of a personal computer by a registry coordinator. The
colleges would transmit the information through the telephone line
connection at very nominal cost by dialing a registry telephone
number in Sacramento which could possibly be t..11 Ir..,

.4 year ago the Chancellor's Office submitted a budget change
proposal to offset the costs of starting a registrr Although the initial
effort was not successful. staff plans to solicit funding in subsequent
budget years.

3. District Affirmative Action Services

Community college districts shall publish and disseminate their
Affirmative Action Program and annual report, defining established
principles and describing existing practices.

Staff Comment

Staff agrees with this recommendation that such a practice u1
facilitate "replication" of successful techniques in recrurtini :.
employing. and retaining protected groups. This agenda item:. with
its specific comparisons of the minority luring rate of various colleges
is perhaps one means of describing existing practices. However, more
information of a positive nature should be included in future reports
at the state and local level.
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Summary and Conclusions

As previously discussed, the next decade will present the..conirriinity colleges with a
window of opportunity fur meeting most, if not all, of its affirmative action goals at
the Acuity and administrative staff levels. This opportunity is babed upon the
anticipated retirement-of many cull-time faculty zinemben.-, an :ncreasc in stzdeilt
enrollments and other normal attrition factors. To maximize this opportunity
community college districts need to monitor progress each and ever/ time a faculty
or administrative vacancy is filed. The Chancellor s Office needs to pros,
assistance as well as check district progress, on an annual basis to those district:-
that have made some progress. and on a semester ur quarterly basis to those that
have had hiring opportunities during the preceding two 1r three years and ..:%\
failed to meet affirmative action goals for ethnic minorities and women. This
will require a greater commitment ofresources at the state level.

As recommended by the Ad Hoc Affirmative Action Advisory Committee.
aggressive, result-oriented affirmative action policies and programs are essential to
the continued vitality and viability of our community colleges. Successful
affirmative action programs will occur when executive leadershin i e.. governing
boards and administrators demonstrate a firm belief and .mmitment to toe
Affirmative Action Program in each and every district. This helii.r ind commitment
has begun to emerge at the Chancellor's Office level. For example. rive separate --in!!
special activities have occurred or art. about to take place. hose are: ' 1 t'-
September 1986 conference, Affirmative Action at the CrossroaaN 1 tiamtist
Change, sponsored by the Board of Governors together with the San Jest:
Community College District; (2) the February 1987 compilation and analysis of
whole new array of data that provide much greater depth and detail than ever hefor.
available, presented to the Board of Governors after a three month study b!,
consultant; (3) ten recommendations emerging from a special task !'ar.:e
commissioned by the former chancellor for the purpose of considering th
implications of the affirmative action report; (4) the recent forman of .a broad:::
based affirmative action committee to be charged with helping the Chanc,:llor'i
Office to formulate and implement needed changes; and `5 plans currentiv
underway to make site visits to 21 colleges during the spring l:' to detennin. r -st
hand the extent of compliance with existing statutes, and to assist colleges .n
making needed improvements. In addition to Chancellor' ,,4 (Tice activities, loco
campuses have also initiated projects designed to enhance the employment -*
minorities and women in fitcultyane administrative positios.

The question then arises, -With all that has been done. why haven't the community
colleges made greater progress toward affirmative action employment?"

There may be any number of possible answers. Here are just a few, alluded to in
more detail in the body of this report. Some may sound like excuses for inaction.
others have merit:
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1. Existing statutes and regulations may have shortcomings that render plans
ineffective, or that have allowed districts to take the wry_ -rig approach. Perhaps

:effective action is notlearly directed enough, and while the plans look good.
thesi-feidltinlitfle or no action.

2. Districts and colleges. may not have grasped fully or applied the intent and
meaning of existing regulations.

3. District plans may not have been executed effectively in actual practice.

4. Cogent data and other truly meaningful information may not have been
gathered or made available to reveal the lack of progress.

5. Affirmative action may not have been considered among the highest
institutional priorities, and/or may not have been accepted by executive
echelons as a specific responsibility.

6. Guidelines issued by the Chancellor's Office may not have been as clear and
comprehensive as they could have been.

7. Regulations may not have been as effectively enforced by the Chancellor's
Office as they could have been.

8. Communities, both minority and nonminority, may not have been as
cooperative as they could have been in working with districts.

9. All available resources may not have been utilized in recruiting and promoting
personnel.

10. Differences of opinion between some district staff and state staff as to what
constitutes adequate representation of ethnic minorities and women may exist.
Availability data are sometimes seen as ceilings, rather than as floors, for the
employment of these protected groups.

11. The absence of experienced, full-time affirmative action officers and/or the
consolidation of the responsibilities of this job with other duties may not permit
proper attention to affirmative action.

12. There may be an absence at the local level of in-service training opportunities
in affipmative action and for upward mobility programs.

In summary, perhaps an overall lack of will, lack of personnel, lack of fiscal and
other resources, lack of understanding of the necessity for and ofeffective practices
in affirmative action, and just plain resistance to the concept and consequences of
affirmative action on the part of key individuals may have existed to hamper
implementation of the statutes and regulations.
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A set of guiding principles evolved from the special ad hoc committee
recommendations. Staff concurs with these principles and concludes this report by
restating them here:

An assessment of the status of affirmative action within California's 106 community
colleges indicales that the need-,for active, resultorientedi definitive programs,
policies, and practices still exists. Although staff utilization for affected classes in
technical, skilled and service employee classes suggests a measure of impro7ement,
the data clearly indicate those employment categories designated as executive,
faculty, and other professional areas are deficient. The "professional aging
processes" within the ranks of community college administrators, faculty and staff
currently affords these institutions an excellent opportunity to respond positively to
these deficits. If the challenge of equity and equality within the ranks of community
colleges is to be met, the following efforts must be mounted:

An open acceptance of and commitment to affirmative action must be
demonstrated by the Board of Governors, the Chancellor's Office and the
community college districts. Technical assistance and support must be
provided to foster district awareness and implementation of affirmative action
standards established through mutual coordination and cooperation.

Affirmative action programs and services must be funded sufficiently and
categorically to assure and facilitate the ability of districts to respond to this
need. The Legislature must provide those funds required to implement fully
any recommendations approved by the Board of Governors, thereby assuring a
measure of compliance and accountability.

Community college districts must invite and incorporate the support and
assistance of responsive community organizations in their efforts to fulfill the
letter and spirit of affirmative action. Such support will be proportional to the
willingness of local districts to share openly and honestly with their
communities the responsibility for affirmative action programs and
thoughtfully planned progress.



'STRICT

CALIORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1987 FALL TERM

TABLE "I

CONTRACT AND REGULAR FACULTY

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER AND ETHNICITY

GENDER GENDER GENDER ETHNIC ETHNI

TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL AM IND ASIAN HISP- FILIP- TOTAL ETHNIC TOTAL

MALES FEMALES PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT ALASKAN PAC ISL BLACKS WHITES ANICS INOS PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT

ILAN HANCOCK 68.2 31.8
NTELOPE VALLE 52.7 4/.3
ARSTOW 80.0 20.0
UTTE 69.0 31.0
ABRILLO 56.1 43.9
ERRITOS 63.5 36.5
HAFFEY 52.0 48.0
ITRUS 58.2 41.8
OACHELLA VALI_ 75.2 24.8
OAST 61.8 38.2
OMPTON 61.5 38.5
ONTRA COSTA 69.3 30.7
L CAMINO 64.8 35.2
COTHILL 57.9 42.1
REMONT-NEWARK 49.5 50.5
AVILAN 62.5 37.5
LENDALE 62.9 37.1
ROSSMONT 66.8 33.2
ARTNELL 64.0 36.0
MPERIAL 61.6 38.4
ERN 62.0 38.0
AKE TAHOE 66.7 33.3
ONG BEACH 63.1 36.9
OS ANGELES 61.3 38.7
OS RIOS 68.1 31.9
ARIN 64.2 35.8
ENDOCINO 67.6 32.4
ERCED 70.6 29.4
IRA COSTA 62.9 37.1
ONTEREY PENIN 69.9 30.1
T SAN ANTONIO 60.7 39.3
T SAN JACINTO 59.5 40.5
APA 51.5 48.5
ORTH ORANGE 60.9 39.1
ALO VERDE 53.8 46.2
ALOMAR 64.2 35.8
ASADENA AREA 58.2 41.8
ERALTA 66.2 33.8
ANCHO SANTIAn 57.8 42.2
EDWOODS 66.3 33.7
I0 HONDO 59.9 40.1
IVERSIDE 64.4 35.6
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100.0 107 .9 1.9 3.7 89.7 3.7 .0 100.0
100.0 93 .0 . -0- 2.2 93.5 4.3 .0- 100.0

100.0 30 3.3 .0 3.3 80.0 13.3 .0 100.0
100.0 113 .0 2.7 .9 92.9 3.5 .0 100.0
100.0 189 .0 2.1 .5 92.1 4.8 .5 100.0
100.0 230 .0 2.2 1.3 90.0 6.5 .0 100.0

100.0 150 .0 3.3 5.:1 84.0 6.0 1.3 100.0
100.0 122 .8 2.5 1.6 85.2 9.8 .0 100.0
100.0 105 .0 1.0 1.9 90.5 6.7 .0 100.0
100.0 557 1.1 2.5 .7 93.2 2.3 .2 100.0
100.0 78 .0 5.1 47.4 38.5 9.0 .0 100.0
100.0 388 .3 5.2 8.2 79.4 6.7 .3 100.0
100.0 304 .3 4.9 4.9 84.5 5.3 .0 100.0
100.0 658 .0 3.3 2.6 90.6 2.9 .6 100.0

100.0 109 1.8 3.7 1.8 89.9 2.8 .0 100.0

100.0 64 .0 1.6 .0 82.8 14.1 1.6 100.0

100.0 167 .0 4.2 1.2 91.6 3.0 .0 100.0
100.0 211 .5 3.8 1.9 89.6 4.3 .0 100.0
100.0 86 .0 1.2 3.5 88.4 7.0 .0 100.0
100.0 73 2.7 .0 1.4 83.6 12.3 .0 100.0

100.0 292 .7 1.4 4.1 88.7 4.8 .3 100.0
100.0 15 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0

100.0 279 .4 2.2 5.0 89.2 3.2 .0 100.0

100.0 1834 .2 4.9 10.6 75.2 8.4 .6 100.0
100.0 626 .8 4.0 4.8 85.6 4.5 .3 100.0

100.0 159 .6 1.3 2.5 93.7 1.9 .0 100.0
100.0 34 .0 2.9 .0 97.1 .0 .0 100.0
100.0 119 .0 .8 1.7 90.8 5.9 .8 100.0
100.0 70 2.9 .0 2.9 91.4 2.9 .0 100.0
100.0 113 .0 3.5 1.8 90.3 4.4 .0 100.0
100.0 262 .4 1.1 4.6 85.5 8.0 .4 100.0
100.0 42 .0 2.4 .0 85.7 11.9 .0 100.0
100.0 97 .0 .0 2.1 95.9 1.0 1.0 100.0

100.0 507 1.0 3.0 .8 90.3 4.3 .6 100.0
100.0 13 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
100.0 240 2.1 .4 3.3 89.2 5.0 .0 100.0
100.0 318 1.3 4.1 9.1 79.6 5.7 .3 100.0

100.0 370 .3 5.7 23.2 63.0 7.0 .8 100.0
100.0 303 .3 3.6 5.0 82.5 8.6 .0 100.0

100.0 98 1.0 .0 .0 96.9 2.0 .0 100.0
100.0 167 .6 4.2 .6 84.4 10.2 .0 100.0

100.0 160 .6 4.4 3.7 84.4 6.9 .0 100.0

1F5
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113
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15C
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105
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388
304
658
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11!
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13
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ISTRICT MALES FEMALES

GENDER GENDER GENDER
TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL
PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT

AM IND
ALASKAN

ASIAN
PAC ISL BLACKS WHITES

HISP-
ANICS

FILIP-
INOS

ETHNIC ETHNIC
TOTAL ETHNIC TOTAL
PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT

ADDLEBACK 62.7 37.3 100.0 236 .8 3.0 .8 92.8 2.5 .0 100.0 236
AN BERNARDINO 63.8 36.2 100.0 185 .5 3.8 7.0 81.1 7.0 .5 100.0 185
WC-DIEGO 66.8 33.2 100.0 401 .7- 2.5- 4.7 89.5 2.5 .0 100.0 401
IAN DIEGO ADUL 35.4 64.6 100.0 99 .0 .0 8.1 81.8 10.1 .0 100.0 99
AN FRAN CNTRS 33.3 66.7 100.0 276 1.8 14.1 9.8 63.8 9.1 1.4 100.0 276
AN FRANCISCO 66.8 33.2 100.0 389 1.0 10.5 5.9 77.6 4.4 .5 100.0 389
AN JOAQUIN DE 67.0 33.0 100.0 209 .5 5.3 4.3 81.3 8.1 .5 100,0 209
AN JOSE 60.3 39.7 100.0 234 .4 3.4 5.6 82.1 8.5 .0 100.0 234
AN LUIS OBISP 61.2 38.8 100.0 85 .0 1.2 .0 94.1 3.5 1.2 100.0 85
AN MATEO 66.6 33.4 100.0 383 .0 2.3 5.0 87.7 4.2 .8 100.0 383
SANTA BARBARA 57.9 42.1 100.0 178 .0 1.7 3.4 85.4 9.6 .0 100.0 178
SANTA CLARITA 55.4 44.6 100.0 56 1.8 3.6 .0 92.5 1.8 .0 100.0 56
SANTA MONICA 60.8 39.2 100.0 204 1.0 2.9 7.8 82.8 5.4 .0 100.0 204
SEQUOIAS 66.2 33.8 100 0 136 .0 1.5 1.5 96.3 .7 .0 100.0 136
SHASTA-TEHAMA- 71.3 28.7 100.0 115 .0 .0 .0 95.7 4.3 .0 100.0 115
SIERRA 73.0 27.0 100.0 111 .9 .9 .9 95.5 1.8 .0 100:0 111
SISKIYOU 80.4 19.6 100.0 46 4.3 .0 .0 93.5 2.2 .0 100.0 46
SOLANO COUNTY 64.1 35.9 100.0 131 .8 .8 9.2 84.7 3.8 .8 100.0 131
SONOMA COUNTY 70.6 29.4 100.0 231 .9 1.7 1.3 93.1 2.6 .4 100.0 231
SOUTH COUNTY 66.8 33.2 100.0 220 .0 3.2 5.0 84.5 6.8 .5 100.0 220
SOUTHWESTERN 61.9 38.1 100.0 168 1.2 1.2 3.6 78.0 14.9 1.2 100.0 168
STATE CENTER 75.9 24.1 100.0 274 2.2 3.3 5.1 80.7 :.7 .1.1 100.0 274
IENTURA COUNTY 68.1 31.9 100.0 357 1.1 2.0 5.0 80.4 11.2 .3 100.0 357
4EST HILLS 75.6 24.4 100.0 45 .0 2.2 .0 95.6 2.2 .0 100.0 45
4EST KERN 94.1 5.9 100.0 17 .0 .0 .0 94.1 5.9 .0 100.0 17
JEST VALLEY 54.7 45.3 100.0 265 .0 4.5 1.1 89.4 4.5 .4 100.0 265
fOSEMITE 73.6 26.4 100.0 242 .0 2.1 .4 95.0 2.5 .0 100.0 242
TUBA 68.8 31.2 100.0 109 1.8 5.5 2.8 83.5 6.4 .0 100.0 109

KTOTAL CONTRACT AND REGULAR FACULTY

62.9 37.1 10(),0 0 15354 0.6 3.5 5.2 84.5 5.8 0.4 100.0 0 15354

15G

SOURCE
STAFF DATA FILE,CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

FOOTNOTES
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION EXCLUDES UNKNOWNS.
DATA FOR LASSEN AND VICTOR VALLEY CC DISTRICTS ARE MISSING.



DISTRICT

CALIORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1987 FALL TERM

TABLE 14
TEMPORARY FACULTY (PT)

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER AND ETHNICITY

GENDER GENDER
TOTAL NUMBER

MALES FEMALES PERCENT UnKNOWN

ALLAN HANCOCK 55.1
ANTELOPE VALLE 59.8
BARSTOW 72.4
BUTTE 52.3
CABRILLO 55.6
CERRITOS 56.5
CHAFFEY 69.8
CITRUS 64.0
COACHELLA VALL 57.8
COAST 55.9
COMPTON 57.3
CONTRA COSTA 58.6
EL CAMIO 61.9
FOOTHILL 55.5
'FREMONT-NEWARK 56.5
GAVILAN 51.8
GLENDALE 52.6
GROSSMONT 56.4
HARTNELL 39.9
IMPERIAL 50.5
KERN 58.4
LAKE TAHOE 48.0
LONG BEACH 55.7
LOS ANGELES 68.7
LOS RIOS 60.1
MARIN 36.5
MENDOCINO 47.2
MERCED 54.3
MIRA COSTA 32.5
MONTEREY PENIN 54.5
MT SAN ANTONIO 58.6
MT SAN JACINTO 59.3
NAPA 43.2
NORTH ORANGE 49.9
PALO VERDE 58.3
PALOMAR 56.0
PASADENA AREA 59.1
PERALTA 55.0
RANCHO SANTIAG 48.6
REDWOODS 50.0
RIO HONDO 69.5
RIVERSIDE 63.2
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GENDER ETHNIC ETHN1

TOTAL AM IND ASIAN HISP- FILIP- TOTAL ETHNIC TOTAL

COUNT ALASKAN PAC ISL BLACKS WHITES ANICS INOS PERCENT UNKNOWN COUN1

44.9 100.0 294 .0 2.0 1.4 90.8 5.1 .7 100.0 29(

40.2 100.0 184 .0 2.2 4.3 91.8 1.1 .5 100.0 18(

27.6 100.0 58 .0 .0 5.2 87.9 5.2 1.7 100.0 5E

47.7 100.0 365 .3 .8 .0 95.3 3.6 .0 100.0 36!

44.4 100.0 207 .0 1.9 1.9 93.2 2.4 .5 100.0 20:

43.5 100.0 347 1.4 1.4 1.4 87.0 8.1 .6 100.0 34:

30.2 100.0 106 .0 1.9 1.9 89.6 6.6 .0 100.0 101

36.0 100.0 336 .6 4.8 3.6 66.7 24.4 .0 100.0 331

42.2 100.0 166 .0 1.2 2.4 90.4 5.4 .6 100.0 161

44.1 100.0 1054 .7 3.2 1.2 91.2 3.4 .3 100.0 1051

42.7 100.0 117 .0 1.7 47.0 41.0 8.5 1.7 100.0 11:

41.4 100.0 638 .2 3.9 5.2 87.0 3.8 .0 100.0 631

38.1 100.0 452 .7 8.4 5.3 80.8 4.4 .4 100.0 45:

44.5 100.0 591 .2 2.9 .3 96.4 .2 .0 100.0 59:

43.5 100.0 232 .9 6.9 1.7 87.1 3.0 .4 100.0 23:

48.2 100.0 83 .0 2.4 i.2 85.5 10.8 .0 100.0 8:

47.4 100.0 371 .0 3.5 1.1 91.4 3.8 .3 100.0 37:

43.6 100.0 454 .9 2.4 1.5 89.9 4.8 .4 100.0 45'

60.1 100.0 163 .0 1.2 2.5 93.2 3.1 .0 100.0 16.

49.5 100.0 109 .0 .9 .9 68.8 28.4 .9 100.0 10*

41.6 100.0 495 1.9 1.2 1.2 92.7 2.5 .4 100.0 1 49!

52.0 100.0 75 .0 1.3 .0 96.0 2.7 .0 100.0 v 7!

44.3 100.0 594 .3 2.7 3.5 89.6 3.9 .0 100.0 591

31.3 100.0 1448 .5 5.5 10.9 74.4 8.2 .5 100.0 1441

39.9 100.0 659 1.2 3.3 3.2 89.1 2.6 .6 100.0 65

63.5 100.0 222 1.4 3.2 1.8 91.9 1.4 .5 100.0 22:

52.8 100.0 142 .7 .0 .0 96.5 2.8 .0 100.0 14.

45.7 100.0 267 .4 .7 1.9 92.9 4.1 .0 100.0 26

67.5 100.0 166 1.8 3.0 1.2 90.4 3.0 .6 100.0 161

45.5 100.0 211 .5 3.3 2.4 88.6 4.7 .5 100.0 21

41.4 100.0 324 1.2 4.9 3.7 80.2 9.6 .3 100.0 32.

40.7 100.0 86 .0 1.2 .0 95.3 3.5 .0 100.0 8

56.8 100.0 222 .0 .9 .9 94.6 3.2 .5 100.0 22

50.1 100.0 870 .2 2.1 1.1 91.8 4.5 .2 100.0 8
41.7 100.0 36 .0 .0 .0 88.9 11.1 .0 100.0 3

44.0 100.0 359 1.1 .6 1.1 94.7 2.2 .3 100.0 35

40.9 100.0 411 1.0 6.6 5.4 79.8 6.8 .5 100.0 41

45.0 100.0 349 1.4 4.0 13.8 77.9 2.3 .6 100.0 34

51.4 100.0 692 .6 4.2 1.7 83.2 10.3 .0 100.0 69.

50.0 100.0 224 .9 .0 .0 96.4 2.7 .0 100.0 22

30.5 100.0 220 .5 4.1 2.3 79.1 13.6 .5 100.0 22

36.8 100.0 454 .2 1.5 5.1 87.0 5.9 .2 100.0 45



I

DISTRICT MALES

GENDER
TOTAL

FEMALES PERCENT

541DDLEBACK 48.4 51.6 100.0
SAN BERNARDINO 67.6 32.4 100.0

, SAN DIEGO 62.0 38.0 100.0
',SAN DIEGO ADUL 27.0 73.0 100.0
,SAN FRAN CNTRS 45.3 54.7 100.0
:',AN FRANCISCO 58.0 42.0 100.0
SAN JOAQUIN DE 62.4 37.6 100.0
SAN JOSE 67.9 32.1 100.0
SAN LUIS OBISP 55.8 44.2 100.0
SAN NATO 55.3 44.7 100.0
SANTA BARBARA 44.8 55.2 100.0
SANTA CLARITA 50.0 50.0 100.0
SANTA MONICA 54.7 45.3 100.0
SEQUOIAS 64.2 35.8 100.0
SHASTA-TEHAMA- 60.0 40.0 100.0
SIERRA 60.1 39.9 100.0
SISKIYO3 57.6 42.4 100.0
SOLANO COUNTY 66.9 33.1 100.0
SONOMA COUNTY 50.5 49.5 100.0
SOUTH COUNTY 57.6 42.4 100.0
SOUTHWESTERN 65.1 34.9 100.0
STATE CENTER 60.3 39.7 100.0
VENTURA COUNTY 62.5 37.5 100.0
WEST HILLS 66.7 33.3 100.0
WEST KERN 63.2 36.8 100.0
WEST VALLEY 57.6 42.4 100.0
YOSEMITE 56.6 43.4 100.0
YUBA 63.6 36.4 100.0

NTOTAL TEMPORARY FACULTY (PT)

56.2 43.8 100.0

160

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER AND ETHNICITY

GENDER
NUMBER
UNKNOWN

GENDER
TOTAL
COUNT

580
339
951
634
461
562
287
530
129
506
620
76

371
218
210
258
99

154
640
396
212
401
605
93
19

448
143
261

0 25056

AM IND
ALASKAN

.2
1.2
.7
.5

1.1
.4

.7

.0

.0

.4

.3

.0

.5

.0

.0

.4
3.0
.0

1.1
2.8
.0

1.0
.8

1.1
.0

1.6
.0

.8

n.6

ASIAN
PAC ISL

3.3
1.5
2.6
2.8

17.1
12.1
4.9
4.3
1.6
4.0
2.6
.0

6.7
1.t
.0

1.2
.0

3.9
1.7
4.8
1.9
2.1
2.1
6.5
5.3
6.0
2.1
.4

3.5

BLACKS

.7
5.3
3.2
8.7
8.0
7.8
3.1
2.3
.8

2.8
.5

1.3
5.9
1.8
.0
.8
.0

2.6
1.1
2.8
3.8
2.0
2.3
2.2
.0

.7
2.8
1.9

1.5

WHITES

91.9
82.9
87.3
80.1
64.2
71.9
83.6
87.5
96.1
87.4
90.8
97.4
81.9
90.8
99.0
96.9
93.9
90.3
93.6
84.8
84.4
90.5
86.1
83.9
89.5
85.9
90.9
92.3

86.5

HISP-
ANICS

4.0
9.1
5.8
7.4
8.9
5.9
6.3
5.7
1.6
4.2
5.8
1.3
4.3
5.5
1.0
.8

3.0
3.2
2.5
3.5
9.0
3.7
7.9
6.5
5.3
5.1
4.2
4.2

5.4

FILIP-
INOS

.0

.0

.4

.5

.7
2.0
1.4
.2
.0

1.4
.0
.0
.5
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

1.3
.9
.0
.7

.0

.0

.7

.0

.4

n.4

ETHNIC
TOTAL
PERCENT

10C.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

100.n

ETHNIC
UNKNOWN

17

ETHNI
TOTAL
COUNT

580
339
951
634
461
562
287
530
129
506
620
76

371
218
210
258
9S

151.

640
396
212
401
60!
93
IS

441
142
261

2505(

SOURCE
STAFF DATA FILE,CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

FOOTNOTES
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION EXCLUDES UNKNOWNS.
DATA FOR LASSEN AND VICTOR.VALLEY CC DISTRICTS ARE MISSING.



CALIORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1987 FALL TERM

TABLE -

CERTIFICATED ADMINISTRATIVE (FT)

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER AND ETHNICITY

GENDER GENDER GENDER ETHNIC ETHNI
TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL AM IND ASIAN HISP- FILIP- TOTAL ETHNIC TOTAL

DISTRICT MALES FEMALES PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT ALASKAN PAC ISL BLACKS WHITES ANICS INOS PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT

ALLAN HANCOCK 56.3
ANTELOPE VALLE 76.5
BARSTOW 71.4
BUTTE 90.0
CABRILLO 80.0
CERRITOS 85.0
CHAFFEY 50.0
CITRUS 87.5
COACHELLA VALL 84.6
COAST 70.0
COMPTON 55.0
CONTRA COSTA 73.2
EL CAMINO 81.0
FOOTHILL 64.3
FREMONT-NEWARK 85.7
GAVILAN 60.0
GLENDALE 66.7
GROSSMONT 65.4
HARTNELL 73.3
IMPERIAL 80.0
KERN 80.6
LAKE TAHOE 80.0
LONG BEACH 78.3
LOS ANGELES 70.6
LOS RIOS 65 1
MARIN 41.7
MENDOCINO 83.3
MERCED 71.4
MIRA COSTA 60.0
MONTEREY PENIN 90.0
MT SAN ANTONIO 53.8
MT SAN JACINTO 85.7
NAPA 42.9
NORTH ORANGE 79.2
PALO VERDE 66.7
PALOMAR 70.0
PASADENA AREA 58.8
PERALTA 75.0
RANCHO SANTIAG 66.7
REDWOODS 73.3
RIO HONDO 68.2
RIVERSIDE 72.7

43.8 100.0 16 .0 .0 6.3 87.5 6.3 .0 100.0
23.5 100.0 17 .0 5.9 23.5 70.6 .0 .0 100.0
28.6 100.0 7 .0 .0 14.3 71.4 14.3 .0 100.0
10.0 100.0 20 .0 .0 10.0 90.0 .0 .0 100.0
20.0 100.0 20 .0 .0 5.0 80.0 15.0 .0 100.0
15.0 100.0 20 .0 5.0 10.0 75.0 10.0 .0 100.0
50.0 100.0 12 .0 8.3 8.3 83.3 .0 .0 100.0
12.5 100.0 8 .0 .0 .0 87.5 12.5 .0 100.0
15.4 100.0 13 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
30.0 100.0 70 .0 1.4 1.4 88.6 8.6 .0 100.0
45.0 100.0 20 .0 .0 80.0 10.0 10.0 .0 100.0
26.8 100.0 41 .0 2.4 14.6 80.5 2.4 .0 100.0
19.0 100.0 21 .0 9.5 9.5 71.4 9.5 .0 1.00.0

35.7 100.0 42 .0 7.1 4.8 81.0 4.8 2.4 100.0
14.3 100.0 14 .0 7.1 .0 85.7 7.1 .0 100.0
40.0 100.0 10 .0 .0 .0 90.0 10.0 .0 100.0
33.3 100.0 12 8.3 16.7 .0 66.7 .0 8.3 100.0
34.6 100.0 26 .0 7.7 3.8 76.9 11.5 .0 100.0
26.7 100.0 15 .0 .0 .0 86.7 13.3 .0 100.0
24.0 100.0 10 .0 .0 .0 80.0 20.0 .0 100.0
19.4 100.0 31 .0 .0 3.2 87.1 9.7 .0 100.0
20.0 100.0 5 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
21.7 100.0 23 .0 4.3 8.7 87.0 .0 .0 100.0
29.4 100.0 119 1.7 5.9 22.7 53.8 15.1 .8 100.0
34.9 100.0 63 3.2 7.9 12.7 69.8 6.3 .0 100.0
58.3 100.0 12 .0 8.3 .0 91.7 .0 .0 100.0
16.7 100.0 6 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
28.6 100.0 14 .0 .0 14.3 85.7 .0 .0 100.0
40.0 100.0 10 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
10.0 100.0 10 10.0 .0 10.0 70.0 10.0 .0 100.0
46.2 100.0 26 .0 . .0 11.5 80.8 7.7 .0 100.0
14.3 100.0 7 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
57.1 100.0 14 .0 .0 .0 78.6 21.4 .0 100.0
20.8 100.0 53 1.9 1.9 1.9 86.8 7.5 .0 100.0
33.3 100.0 3 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
30.0 100.0 20 .0 5.0 5.0 85.0 5.0 .0 100.0
41.2 100.0 34 .0 5.9 20.6 70.6 2.9 .0 100.0
25.0 100.0 40 .0 .0 55.4 32.5 12.5 .0 100.0
33.3 100.0 36 5.6 .0 2.8 80.6 11.1 .0 100.0
26.7 100.0 15 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
31.8 100.0 22 4.5 4.5 .0 68.2 22.7 .0 100.0
27.3 100.0 22 .0 .0 13.6 81.8 4.5 .0 100.0

162 , 163

It
17

2C
2C
2C
12
t

1!
7t
2C
41
21
42
14
1(

12
26
1!
IC
31

2i
11S
62
12
E

1(
It
It
2E

1

5?

2i
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1!

2:
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GENDER GENDER GENDER
TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL

3ISTRICT MALES FEMALES PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT
AM IND
ALASKAN

ASIAN
PAC ISI BLACKS WHITES

HISP-
ARCS

FILIP-
INOS

ETHNIC
TOTAL
PERCENT

ETHNIC
UNKNOWN

ETHNI
TOTAL
COUNT

SADDLEBACK 62.1 37.9 100.0 29 .0 3.4 6.9 32.8 6.9 .0 100.0 0 29

SAN BERNARDINO 73.7 26.3 100.0 19 .0 .0 10.5 73.7 15.8 .0 100.0 0 19

SAN DIEGO 70.0 30.0 100.0 50 2.0 2.0 8.0 82.0 6.0 .0 100.0 0 50

SAN DIEGO ADUL 73.9 26.1 100.0 23 .0 .0 13.0 69.6 17.4 .0 100.0 0 23

SAN FRAN CNTRS 55.9 44.1 100.0 34 .0 14.7 20.6 47.1 17.6 .0 100.0 0 34

SAN FRANCISCO 71.9 28.1 100.0 32 .0 28.1 15.6 40.6 12.5 3.1 100.0 0 32

SAN JOAQUIN DE 69.6 30.4 100.0 23 .0 4.3 8.7 73.9 13.0 .0 100.0 0 23

SAN JOSE 70.8 29.2 100.0 24 .0 4.2 4.2 83.3 8.3 .0 100.0 0 24

SAN LUIS OBISP 66.7 33.3 100.0 12 .0 .0 8.3 83.3 8.3 .0 100.0 0 12

SAN MATEO 72.2 27.8 100.0 36 .0 .0 11.1 80.6 8.3 .0 100.0 0 36

SANTA BARBARA 58.3 41.7 100.0 12 .0 .0 .0 83.3 16.7 .0 100.0 0 12

SANTA CLARITA 83.3 16.7 100.0 6 .0 .0 .0 83.3 16.7 .0 100.0 0 6

SANTA MONICA 77.3 22.7 100.0 22 .0 .0 13.6 81.8 4.5 .0 100.0 0 22

SEQUOIAS 92.9 7.1 100.0 14 .0 .0 .0 85.7 14.3 .0 100.0 0 14

SHASTA-TEHAMA- 71.4 28.6 100.0 14 .0 .0 .0 92.9 7.1 .0 100.0 0 14

SIERRA 77.8 22.2 100.0 18 5.6 5.6 .0 77.8 11.1 .0 100.0 0 18

SISKIYOU 100.0 .0 100.0 4 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 0 4

SOLANO COUNTY 60.0 40.0 100.0 20 .0 .0 20.0 75.0 5.0 .0 100.0 0 20

SONOMA COUNTY 69.0 31.0 100.0 29 3.4 .0 .0 93 1 3.4 .0 100.0 0 29

SOUTH COUNTY 72.7 27.3 100.0 33 3.0 3.0 6.1 81.8 L.1 .0 100.0 0 33

SOUTHWESTERN 43.8 56.3 100.0 16 .0 .0 .0 87.5 12.5 .0 100.0 0 16

STATE CENTER 85.7 14.3 100.0 35 2.9 2.9 11.4 71.4 11.4 .0 100.0 0 35

VENTURA COUNTY 77.1 22.9 100.0 48 .0 .0 .0 87.5 12.5 .0 100.0 0 48

AEST HILLS 91.7 8.3 100.0 12 .0 .0 16.7 75.0 8.3 .0 100.0 0 12

AEST KERN 100.0 .0 100.0 5 20.0 .0 .0 80.0 .0 .0 100.0 0 5

REST VALLEY 47.1 52.9 100.0 17 .0 .0 5.9 70.6 23.5 .0 100.0 0 17

YOSEMITE 78.9 21.1 100.0 19 5.3 .0 5.3 73.7 15.8 .0 100.0 0 1S

YUBA 73.7 26.3 100,0 19 .0 .0 10.5 78.9 10.5 .0 100.0 0 15

NTOTAL CERTIFICATED ADMINISTRATIVE (FT)
70.8 29.2 100.0 0 1624 1.0 3.4 10.4 75.9 9.1 0.2 100.0 0 162'

SOURCE
STAFF DATA FILE,CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

FOOTNOTES
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION EXCLUDES UNKNOWNS.
DATA FOR LASSEN AND VICTOR VALLEY CC DISTRICTS ARE MISSING.



DISTRICT MALES

ALLAN HANCOCK 50.0
ANTELOPE VALLE 54.5
BARSTOW 66.7
BUTTE 61.9
CABRILLO 47.6
CERRITOS 50.0
CHAFFEY 50.0
CITRUS 31.3
COACHELLA VALL 62.5
COAST 42.5
COMPTON 50.0
CONTRA COSTA 55.2
EL CAMINO 42.9
-FOOTHILL 35.8
FREMONT-NEWARK 54.5
GAVILAH 18.2
GLENDALE 60.0
GROSSMONT 54.5
HARTNELL 44.4
IMPERIAL 40.0
KERN 57.7
LAKE TAHOE 66.7
LONG BEACH 70.4
LOS ANGELES 56.1
LOS RIOS 45.7
MARIN et,6.2

MENDOCINO 30.0
'MERCED 58.8
MIRA COSTA 27.3
MONTEREY PENIN 42.3
MT SAN ANTONIO 66.7
MT SAN JACINTO 50.0
NAPA 44.4
NORTH ORANGE 44.4
PALO VERDE 100.0
PALOMAR 16.7
PASADENA AREA 48.1
PERALTA 38.3
RANCHO SANTIAG 29.2
REDWOODS 53.3
RIO HONDO 56.3
RIVERSIDE 52.6

CALIORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1987 FALL TERM

TABLE D-
PROFESSIONAL (FT)

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER AND ETHNICITY

GENDER GENDER SENDER ETHNIC ETHNI

TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL AM IND ASIAN HISP- FILIP- TOTAL ETHNIC 'TOTAL

FEMALES PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT ALASKAN PAC IS! BLACKS WHITES ANICS INOS PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT

50.0 100.0 32 .0 .0 6.3 84.4 9.4 .0 100.0

45.5 100.0 11 .0 .0 9.1 81.8 9.1 .0 100.0

33.3 100.0 6 .0 .0 16.7 50.0 33.3 .0 100.0

38.1 100.0 21 .0 .0 9.5 90.5 .0 .0 100.0

52.4 100.0 21 .0 .0 .0 85.7 14.3 .0 100.0

50.0 100.0 16 6.3 12.5 .0 56.3 25.0 .0 100.0

50.0 100.6 22 .0 .0 .0 81.8 13.6 4.5 100.0

68.8 100.0 16 .0 .0 .0 81.3 18.8 .0 100.0

37.5 100.0 8 .0 .0 .0 87.5 12.5 .0 100.0

57.5 100.0 40 .0 7.5 .0 87.5 5.0 .0 100.0

50.0 100.0 14 .0 .0 71.4 28.6 .0 .0 100.0

44.8 100.0 58 .6 8.6 15.5 67.2 6.9 1.7 100.0

57.1 100.0 21 .0 4.8 23.8 47.6 23.8 .0 100.0

64.2 100.0 53 .0 17.0 1.9 77.4 1.9 1.9 100.0

45.5 22 .0 .0 4.5 72.7 22.7 .0 100.0

81.8 100.0 11 .0 .0 .0 72.7 27.3 .0 100.0

40.0 100.0 20 .0 5.0 5.0 80.0 10.0 .0 100.0

45.5 100.0 22 4.5 .0 9.1 77.3 9.1 .0 100.0

55.6 100.0 9 .0 11.1 .0 77.8 11.1 .0 100.0

60.0 100.0 10 .0 .0 .0 30.0 60.0 10.0 100.0

42.3 100.0 26 .0 3.8 7.7 76.9 11.5 .0 100.0

33.3 100.0 3 .0 .0 .( 66.7 33.3 .0 100.0

29.6 100.0 27 .0 3.7 14.8 77.8 3.7 .0 100.0

43.9 100.0 132 .0 14.4 9.8 58.3 5.3 12.! 100.0

54.3 100.0 70 1.4 5.7 17.1 64.3 11.4 .0 100.0

53.8 100.0 26 .0 19.2 7.7 69.2 3.8 .0 100.0

70.0 100.0 10 .0 .0 .0 80.0 20.0 .0 100.0

41.2 100.0 17 .0 .0 11.8 70.6 17.6 ,0 100.0

72.7 100.0 22 .0 4.5 4.5 72.7 18.2 .0 100.0

57.7 100.0 26 .0 .0 7.7 92.3 .0 .0 100.0

33.3 100.0 21 .0 .0 14.3 57.1 28.6 .0 100.0

50.0 100.0 4 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0

55.6 100.0 9 .0 .0 11.1 55.6 22.2 11.1 100.0

55.6 100.0 45 .0 2.2 4.4 77.8 15.6 .0 100.0

.0 100.0 2 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0

83.3 100.0 6 .0 .0 .0 83.3 .0 16.7 100.0

51.9 100.0 27 .0 14.8 11.1 59.3 14.8 .0 100.0

61.7 100.0 94 .0 7.4 43.6 39.4 5.3 4.3 100.0

70.8 100.0 24 .0 4.2 .0 66.7 29.2 .0 100.0

46.7 100.0 15 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0

43.8 100.0 16 .0 12.5 .0 56.3 31.3 .0 100.0

47.4 100.0 19 .0 .0 5.3 73.7 21.1 .0 100.0

32
11
6
21
21
16
22
16
8

40
14
58
21
53
22
11
26
22
S

10
26
3

27
13;
7t
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17
22
26
21
4
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DISTRICT

SADDLEBACK
SAN BERNARDINO
SAN DIEGO
SAN-DIEGO ADUL
SAN FRAN CNTRS
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN JOAQUIN DE
SAN JOSE
SAN LUIS OBISP
SAN MATEO
SANTA BARBARA
SANTA CLARITA
SANTA MONICA
SEQUOIAS
SHASTA-TEHAMA-
SIERRA
SISKIYOU
SOLANO COUNTY
SONOMA COUNTY
SOUTH COUNTY
SOUTHWESTERN
STATE CENTER
VENTURA COUNTY
WEST HILLS
WEST KERN
WEST VALLEY
YOBWIE
YUBA

*TOTAL

1.PC

GENDER GENDER GENDER ETHNIC ETHNI

TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL AM IND ASIAN HISP- FILIP- TOTAL ETHNIC TOTAL

MALES FEMALES PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT ALASKAN PAC ISL BLACKS WHITES ANICS INOS PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT

44.1 55.9 100.0
44.0 56.0 100.0
50.0 50.0 100.0
40.0 60.0 100.0
32.4 67.6 100.0
48.9 51.1 100.0
62.5 37.5 100.0
44.7 55.3 100.0
59.1 40.9 100.0
54.7 45.3 100.0
60.0 40.0 100.0
40.0 60.0 100.0
25.0 75.0 100.0
36.4 63.6 100.0
64.7 35.3 100.0
51.5 38.5 100.0
60.0 40.0 100.0
33.3 66.7 100.0
42.9 57.1 /00.0
38.5 61.5 100.0
46.7 53.3 100.0
66.7 33.3 100.0
37.5 62.5 100.0
50.0 50.0 100.0
33.3 66.7 100.0
47.3 52.7 100.0
51.9 48.1 100.0
30.0 50.0 100.0

34 .0 2.9 88.2 5.9
25 .0 .0 64.0 20.0
60 1.7 .0 63.3 20.0
10 .0 10.0 30.0 30.0
37 .0 24.3 37.8 13.5
90 .0 22.2 34.4 6.7
16 .0 12.5 56.3 12.5
47 .0 6.4 61.7 19.1
22 .0 9.1 77.3 9.1
53 .0 11.3 69.8 5.7
10 .0 0 .0 90.0 10.0
5 .0 .0 .0 80.0 .0

16 .0 .0 6.3 81.3 12.5
11 .0 9.1 .0 81.8 9.1
17 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0

13 .0 7.7 76.9 7.7
5 .0 .0 80.0 20.0
6 16.7 .0 61.7 .0

21 4.8 .0 85.7 4.8
26 .0 7.7 61.5 15.4
15 .0 6.7 73.3 20.0
36 2.8 .0 69.4 13.9
16 .0 .0 81.3 12.5
8 .0 12.5 50.0 37.5
9 .0 .0 88.9 11.1

55 .0 7.3 3.6 72.7 14.5
27 .0 3.7 3.7 88.9 3.7
14 .0 14.3 .0 64.3 21.4

PROFESSIONAL (FT)

48.3 51.7 100.0 0 1778

SOURCE
STAFF DATA FILE,CHANCtiLO

FOOTNOTES
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION 1. (UI,

DATA FOR LASSEN Ann Y

2.9
16.0
10.0
30.0
18.9
17.8
12.5
12.8
4.5
13.2

7.7
.0

16.7
4.8

15.4
.0

13.9
6.3
.0
.0

.0

.0
5.0
.0

5.4
18.9
6.3
.0
.0
.0
.0

20.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

1.8
.0
.0

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0

0.4 7 0 10.9 67.2 11.6 2.9 100.0

OFFICE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

. UNKNOWNS.
LtEY CC DISTRICTS ARE MISSING.

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
O
0
0
0

3
0

0
0

0

0

0
0

0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0
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DISTRICT

ALLAN HANCOCK
ANTELOPE VALLE
BARSTOW

is BUTTE
CABRILLO
CERRITOS
CHAFFEY
CITRUS
COACHELLA VALL
COAST
'COMPTON
CONTRA COSTA
EL CAMINO
FOOTHILL
FREMONT-NEWARK
3AVILAN
GLENDALE
3ROSSMONT
AARTNELL
KERN
LAKE TAHOE
LONG BEACH
LOS ANGELES
LOS RIOS
IERCED
_1TRA COSTA
MT SAN ANTONIO

'MT SAN JACINTO
NAPA
NORTH ORANGE
PALO VERDE
PALOMAF

'' PASAOENA AREA
°ERALTA
RANCHO SANTIAG
RIO HONDO
RIVERSIDE
SADDLEBACK
SAN BERNARDINO
SAN DIEGO
SAN DIEGO ADUL
SAN FRAN MRS

CALIORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1987 FALL TERM

TABLE -
CLASSIFIED ADMINISTRATIVE (FT)

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER AND ETHNICITY

GENDEk GENDER GENDER ETHNIC ETHNI
TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL AM IND ASIAN HISP- FILIP- TOTAL ETHNIC TOTAL

MALES FEMALES PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT ALASKAN PAC ISL BLACKS WHITES ANICS INOS PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT

62.5
66.7
66.7
66.7
40.0
55.0
41.7
35.7

.0
63.0
66.7
87.5
33.3
77.8
85.7
66.7
53.3
57.1
71.4
55.6

.0
50.0
95.0
58.3
57.1
:5.0
66.7
100.0
85.7
43.2

.0
66.7
57.1
58.3
73.3
66.7
61.5
84.o
80.0
91.7

.0

100.0

170

37.5 100.0 8 .0 12.5 12.5 62.5 12.5 .0 100.0 a

33.3 100.0 3 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 3

33.3 100.0 3 .0 .0 33.3 66.7 .0 .0 100.0 3

33.3 100.0 3 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 3

60.0 100.0 10 .0 .0 .0 70.0 30.0 .0 100.0 10

45.0 100.0 20 .0 .0 5.0 90.0 5.0 .0 100.0 20

58.3 100.0 12 .0 .0 8.3 66.7 25.0 .0 100.0 12

64.3 100.0 14 .0 .0 7.1 92.9 .0 .0 100.0 14

100.0 100.0 1 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 1

37.0 100.0 27 .0 7.4 3.7 85.2 3.7 .0 100.0 27
33.3 100 0 3 .0 .0 66.7 33.3 .0 .0 100.0 3

12.5 100.0 16 .0 6.3 18.8 68.8 6.3 .0 100.0 16

66.7 100.0 12 .0 .0 16.7 83.3 .0 .0 100.0 12

22.2 100.0 18 .0 .0 11.1 83.3 5.6 .0 100.0 18

14.3 100.0 7 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 7

33.3 100.0 3 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 3

46.7 100.0 15 .0 .0 .0 80.0 20.0 .0 100.0 15
42.9 100.0 14 .0 .0 7.1 85.7 7.1 .0 100.0 14

28.6 100.0 7 .0 .0 .0 85.7 14.3 .0 100.0 7

44.4 100.0 9 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 S

100.0 100.0 1 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 1

50.0 100.0 6 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 6

5.0 100.0 20 .0 5.0 5.0 80.0 10.0 .0 100.0 2C

41.7 100.0 12 .0 16.7 16.7 66.7 .0 .0 100.0 12

42.9 100.0 21 .0 4.8 4.8 71.4 19.0 .0 100.0 21

25.0 100.0 4 .0 .0 .0 75.0 25.0 .0 100.0
33.3 100.0 21 .0 .0 9.5 81.0 9.5 .0 100.0 21

.0 100.0 1 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0 1

14.3 100.0 7 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
56.8 100.0 37 2.7 .0 .0 91.9 5.4 .0 100.0 3:

100.0 100.0 1 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
33.3 100.0 15 .0 .0 .0 93.3 6.7 .0 100.b 1!

42.9 100.0 7 .0 .0 28.6 71.4 .0 .0 100.0
41.7 100.0 12 .0 .0 25.0 58.3 8.3 8.3 100.0 1;

26.7 100.0 15 .0 .0 6.7 80.0 13.3 .0 100.0 1!

33.3 100.0 6 .0 .0 16.7 66.7 .0 16.7 100.0
38.5 100.0 26 .0 3.8 3.8 73.1 19.2 .0 100.0 2(

15.4 100.0 13 .0 7.7 .0 92.3 .0 .0 100.0 1:

20.0 100.0 5 .0 .0 20.0 80.0 .0 .0 100.0
8.3 100.0 12 .0 .0 16.7 83.3 .0 .0 100.0 1;

100.0 100.0 1 100.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 100.0
.0 100.0 1 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 100.0
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)ISTRICT

GENDER GENDER GENDER ETHNIC ETHNI'

TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL AM IND ASIAN HISP- FILIP- TOTAL ETHNIC TOTAL

MALES FEMALES PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT ALASKAN PAC ISL BLACKS WHITES ANICS INOS PERCENT UNKNOWN COUNT

SAN FRANCISCO 25.0 75.0 100.0
SAN JOAQUIN DE 76.0 24.0 100.0
SAN JOSE 71.4 28.6 100.0
IAN MATEO 50.0 50.0 100.0
SANTA BARBARA 65.4 34.6 100.0
SANTA CLARITA 100.e .0 100.0
SANTA MONICA 54.5 45.5 100.0
SEQUOIAS 50.0 50.0 100.0
SHASTA-TEHAMA- 100.0 .0 100.0
51SKIYOU .0 10:1.0 100.0
ALAN() COUNTY 66.7 S3.3 100.0
SONOMA COUNTY 58.6 41.4 100.0
SOUTH COUNTY 76.9 23.1 100.0
SOUTHWESTERN 50.0 50.0 100.0
STATE CENTER 79.2 20.8 100.0
dENTURA COUNTY 100.0 .0 100.0
4EST HILLS 100.0 .0 100.0
'EST VALLEY 87.5 12.5 100.0
YOSEMITE .0 100.0 100.0
YUBA .0 100.0 100.0

KTOTAL CLASSIFIED ADMINISTRATIVE (FT)

63.4 36.5 100.0

IV

0

4
25
14
14
26

1

22
4
1

2
3

29
13
2

24
3

1

8
1

2

648

.0

.0

.0

.0
3.8
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

.0

.0
7.7
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

.0
50.0

0.8

.0

.0

28.6
.0
.0
.0

4.5
.0
.0
.0
.0

6.9
.0

50.0
4.2
.0
.0

.0

.0

.0

2.9

25.0
8.0
.0

14.3
3.8
.0

18.2
.0
.0

.0

.0

.0

.0

.0
8.3
.0

.0

.9

.0

.0

6.9

75.0
80.0
64.3
57.1
73.1
100.0
68.2
75.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
82.8
76.9

.0
79.2
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
50.0

79.9

.0
12.0
7.1
7.1
19.2

.0
9.1

25.0
.0
.0
.0

10.3
7.7
5C.0
8.3
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

8.5

.0

.0

.0
21.4

.0

.0

.0

.0

.0

.0

.0

.0
7.7
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0
.0

0.9

SOURCE
STAFF DATA FILE,CHANCELLOS OFFICE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

FOOTNOTES
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION EXCLUDES UNKNOWNS.
4DATA FOR LASSEN AND VICTOR VALLEY CC DISTRICTS ARE MISSING.
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
1987 FALL TERM

TABLE
CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEESCFT)

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION BY GENDER AND ETHNICITY

DISTRICT MALES FEMALES

GENDER
TOTAL
PERCENT

GENDER
TOTAL
COUNT

AM IND
PAC ISL

ASIAN
PAC ISL BLACKS WHITES

HISP-
ANICS

FILIP-
INOS

ETHNIC
TOTAL
PERCENT

ETHNIC
TOTAL
COUNT

ALLAN HANCOCK 37.9 62.1 100.0 116 1.7 1.7 2.6 67.2 25.9 .9 100.0 116

ANTELOPE VALLE 34.7 65.3 100.0 72 1.4 1.4 5.6 86.1 4.2 1.4 100.0 72

3ARSTOW 20.0 80.0 100.0 40 2.5 2.5 7.5 62.5 25.0 .0 100.0 40

3UTTE 37.1 62.9 100.0 124 1.6 2.4 1.6 87.9 5.6 .8 100.0 124

:ABRILLO 38.2 61.8 100.0 123 2.4 3.3 3.3 78.9 9.8 2.4 100.0 123

ZERRITOS 35.9 64.1 100.0 262 .0 3.4 2.7 71.8 21.4 .8 100.0 262
:HAFFEY 34.8 65.2 100.0 158 .6 3.2 3.8 67.1 24.1 1.3 100.0 158

:ITRUS 36.7 63.3 100.0 120 .0 1.7 4.2 75.0 19.2 .0 100.0 120

:OACHELLA VALL 40.3 59.7 100.0 119 .0 1.7 6.7 71.4 20.2 .0 100.0 119
OAST 37.5 62.5 100.0 632 .6 4.6 1.7 86.1 5.7 1.3 100.0 i 632

:OMPTON 44.6 55.4 100.0 83 .0 6.0 65.1 16.9 9.6 2.4 100.0 83
CONTRA COSTA 40.7 59.3 100.0 305 1.3 4.6 16.1 65.2 11.8 1.0 100.0 305

EL CAMINO 47.6 52.4 100.0 353 .3 9.6 22.4 54.1 12.2 1.4 100.0 353
=00THILL 40.8 59.2 100.0 363 .3 8.0 2.2 68.0 11.6 9.9 100.0 363
=REMONT-NEWARK 40.4 59.6 100.0 104 .0 10.6 5.8 61.5 16.3 5.8 100.0 104
3AVILAN 20.9 79.1 100.0 67 .0 3.0 .0 67.2 29.9 .0 100.0 67
3LENDALE 28.3 71.7 100.0 138 .7 5.1 2.2 76.8 15.2 .0 100.0 138
3ROSSMONT 36.4 63.6 100.0 242 2.5 2.1 3.3 81.4 10.7 .0 100.0 242
iARTNELL 35.6 64.4 100.0 104 1.9 6.7 5.8 39.6 24.0 1.9 100.0 104

IMPERIAL 31.8 68.2 100.0 110 .0 .0 1.8 50.0 48.2 .0 100.0 110

(ERN 34.8 65.2 100.0 253 1.2 .8 6.7 69.2 21.3 .8 100.0 253
_AKE TIMM: 16.7 83.3 100.0 18 .0 .0 5.6 88.9 .0 5.6 100.0 18

-ONG BELCH 37.9 62.1 100.0 306 .0 7.2 9.2 75.5 7.8 .3 100.0 306
.05 ANGELES 47.6 52.4 100.0 1337 .5 7.6 35.8 40.7 11.3 4.1 100.0 1337
AS RIOS 41.0 59.0 100.0 497 .4 8.2 12.5 67.4 11.3 .2 100.0 497
MARIN 44.4 55.6 100.0 135 .0 2.2 3.0 89.6 5.2 .0 100.0 135
MENDOCINO 33.3 66.7 100.0 33 3.0 3.0 .0 87.9 6.1 .0 100.0 33

MERCED 41.3 58.7 100.0 150 .7 2.0 4.7 68.0 2q.7 .0 100.0 150
MIRA COSTA 34.4 65.6 100.0 96 2.1 5.2 1.0 86.5 5.2 ".0 100.0 96

MONTEREY PENIN 46.2 53.8 100.0 93 1.1 6.5 11.8 65.6 7.5 7.5 100.0 93

IT SAN ANTONIO 46.7 53.3 100.0 227 .4 3.1 9.7 63.0 22.0 1.8 100.0 227
MT SAN JACINTO 37.0 63.0 100.0 54 .0 3.7 .0 72.2 24.1 .0 100.0 54
VAPA 33.7 66.3 100.0 95 1.1 4.2 1.1 83.2 9.5 1.1 100.0 95
VORTH ORANGE 40.9 59.1 100.0 492 .6 3.3 4.1 74.0 16.3 1.8 100.0 492
'ALO VERDE 7.7 92.3 100.0 13 .0 .0 .0 69.2 30.8 .0 100.0 13
'ALOMAR 30.6 69.4 100.0 229 2.6 3.1 2.2 80.8 11.4 .0 100.0 229
'ASADENA AREA 41.7 58.3 100.0 319 .6 3.4 18.2 63.6 12.9 1.3 100.0 319
3ERALTA 40.4 59.6 100.0 307 .7 8.5 40.4 31.3 12.1 7.2 100.0 307
RANCHO SANTIAG 33.9 66.1 100.0 301 .7 7.3 5.6 59.1 27.2 .0 100.0 301
REDWOODS 45.7 54.3 100.0 129 3.1 2.3 .0 90.7 2.3 1.6 100.0 129
RIO HONDO 32.5 67.5 100.0 163 .6 3.7 2.5 55.8 37.4 .0 100.0 163

RIVERSIDE 42.5 57.5 100.0 167 .6 1.8 11.4 62.9 22.2 1.2 100.0 167
SOURCE
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DISTRICT

GENDER
TOTAL

MALES FEMALES PERCENT

GENDER
TOTAL
COUNT

AM IND
PAC ISL

ASIAN
PAC ISL BLACKS WHITES

HISP-
ANICS

FILM".
INOS

ETHNIC
TOTAL
PERCENT

ETHNIC
TOTAL
COUNT

SADDLEBACK 35.5 64.5 100.0 228 .4 1.8 .4 88.6 8.8 .0 100.0 228
SAN BERNARDINO 40.3 59.7 100.0 226 3.5 2.7 13.7 55.3 24.3 .4 100.0 226
SAN DIEGO 43.3 56.7 100.0 566 .4 5.1 18.4 61.0 11.3 3.9 100.0 566
SAN DIEGO ADUL 10.9 89.1 100.0 92 .0 3.3 16.3 66.3 9.8 4.3 100.0 92
SAN FRAN CNTRS 50.0 50.0 100.0 124 .0 26.6 21.0 29.0 15.3 8.1 100.0 124
SAN FRANCISCO 51.0 49.0 100.0 292 .3 26.0 19.9 29.8 9.6 14.4 100.0 292
SAN JOAQUIN DE 40.8 59.2 100.0 238 .0 10.5 7.6 58.0 17.2 6.7 100.0 238
SAN JOSE 37.7 62.3 100.0 212 .9 11.8 5.7 54.2 26.9 .5 100.0 212
SAN LUIS OBISP 45.2 54.8 100.0 84 2.4 .0 .0 90.5 7.1 .0 100.0 84
SAN MATEO 40.1 59.9 100.0 327 .3 6.7 8.6 66.1 15.9 2.4 100.0 327
SANTA BARBARA 42.1 57.9 100.0 159 .6 5.7 3.1 63.5 27.0 .0 100.0 159
SANTA CLARITA 32.8 67.2 100.0 58 3.4 3.4 .0 87.9 5.2 .0 100.0 58
SANTA MONICA 51.4 48.6 100.0 218 .5 6.4 22.5 58.7 10.6 1.4 100.0 218
SEQUOIAS 36.8 63.2 100.0 117 .0 1.7 .9 79.5 17.9 .0 100.0 117
SHASTA-TEHAMA- 41.0 59.0 100.0 117 .9 .9 .0 97.4 .9 .0 100.0 117
SIERRA 39.6 60.4 100.0 111 2.7 2.7 .9 91.0 2.7 .0 100.0 111
SISKIYOU 37.3 62.7 100.0 51 5.9 .0 5.9 88.2 .0 .0 100.0 51
SOLANO COUNTY 29.3 70.7 100.0 99 2.0 6.1 12.1 67.7 7.1 5.1 100.0 99
SONOMA COUNTY 37.6 62.4 100.0 178 .6 2.8 1.7 88.2 5.1 1.7 100.0 178
SOUTH COUNTY 39.8 60.2 100.0 196 1.5 7.1 8.7 67.9 12.2 2.6 100.0 196
SOUTHWESTERN 40.4 59.6 100.0 183 .5 4.4 3.8 60.7 25.7 4.9 100.0 183
STATE CENTER 36.0 64.0 100.0 275 2.2 4.0 6.9 65.1 21.5 .4 100.0 2".:5

VENTURA COUNTY 35.5 64.5 100.0 375 1.1 1.9 1.6 75.2 19.2 1.1 100.0 375
WEST HILLS 26.' 73.1 100.0 52 .0 .0 .0 90.4 9.6 .0 100.0 52
WEST KERN 40.J 60.0 100.0 30 3.3 .0 3.3 83.3 10.0 .0 100.0 30
WEST VALLEY 39.2 60.8 100.0 260 .0 8.1 2.7 74.6 13.8 .8 100.0 260
YOSEMITE 40.4 59.6 100.0 230 .4 .4 3.9 87.8 7.0 .4 100.0 230
YUBA 36.1 63.9 100.0 147 3.4 4.1 4.1 79.6 8.8 .0 100.0 147

MTOTAL CLASSIFIED EMPLOYEES(FT)
39.9 60.1 100.0 14294 0.8 5.6 11.1 e5 .() 14.4 2.2 10(1.0 14294

SOURCE
STAFF DATA FILE,CHAHCELLOR'S OFFICE INFORMATION SYSTEM

FOOTNOTES
DOES NOT INCLUDE EMPLOYEES WITH UNREPORTED GENDER OR ETHNICITY
D1TA FOR LASSEN AND VICTOR VALLEY CC DISTRICTS ARE MISSING.
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California's colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and rec-
ommindations to the Governor and Legislature.

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-
resent_thegeneral public, with three-each appointed-
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly. The
other six represent the major segments of postsec-
ondary education in California.

As of January 1988, the Commissioners represent-
ing the general public are:

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles
C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairpersor
Henry Der, San Francisco
Seymour M. Farber, M.D., San Francisco
Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach
Lowell J. Paige, El Macero
Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles, Vice Chairperson
Sharon N. Skog, Palo Alto
Stephen P. Teale, M.D., Modesto

Representatives of the segments are:

Yori Wada, San Francisco: appointed by the Regents
of the University of California

William D. Campbell, Carlsbad: appointed by the
Trustees of the California State University

Borgny Baird, Long Beach: appointed by the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appointed by the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational In-
stitutions

Kenneth L. Peters, Tarzana., appointed by the Cali-
fornia State Board of Education

James B. Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed by
California's independent colleges and universities

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of public
postsecondary education resources. thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to
student and societal needs."

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in California, including
Community Colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the
Commission does not administer or govern any insti-
tutions, does it approve, authorize, or accredit
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other State
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
these functions, while operating as an independent
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of
evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which it debates and takes action on staff
studies and takes positions on proposed legislation
affecting education beyond the high school in Cali-
fornia. By law, the Commission's meetings are open
to the public. Requests to address the Commission
may be made by writing the Commission in advance
or by submitting a request prior to the start of a
meeting.

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its
interim executive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who
is appointed by the Commission.

The Commission publishes and distributes without
charge some 40 to 50 reports each year on major is-
sues confronting California postsecondary educa-
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover.

Further information about the Commission, its meet-
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514; telephone (916)
445-7933.



Diversification of the Staff in California Public
Postsecondary Education from 1977 to 1987

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 88-29

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-
sion as part of its planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities. Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985.

Recent reports of the Commission include:

88-15 Update of Community College Transfer Stu-
dent Statistics Fall 1987: University of California,
The-California-State University, and California's-In-
dependent Colleges and Universities (March 1988)

88-16 Legislative Update, March 1988: A Staff Re-
port to the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission (March 1988)

88-17 Stale Policy for Faculty Development in Cali-
fornia Public Higher Education: A Report to the Gov-
ernor and Legislature in Response to Supplemental
Language in the 1C. S6 Budget Act (May 1988)

88-18 to 20 Exploring Faculty alopment in
California Higher Education: Prepared for the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission by Ber-
man, Weiler Associates:

88-18 Volume One: Executive Summary and
Conclusions, by Paul Berman and Daniel Weiler,
December 1987 (March 1988)

88-19 Volume Two: Findings, by Paul Berman,
Jo-Ann Intili and Daniel Weiler, December 1987
(March 1988)

88-20 Volume Three: Appendix, by Paul Ber-
man, Jo-Ann intili and Daniel Weiler, January
1988 (March 1988)

88-21 Staff Development in California's Public
Schools: Recommendations of the Policy Develop-
ment Committee for the California Staff Develop-
ment Policy Study, March 16, 1988 (March 1988)

38-22 and 23 Staff Development in California:
Public and Personal Investments, program Patterns,
and Policy Choices, by Judith Warren Little,
William H. Gerritz, David S. Stern, James W.
Guthrie, Michael W. Kirst, and David D. Marsh. A
Joint Publication of Far West Laboratory for Educa-
tional Research and Development Policy Analysis
for California Education (PACE), December 1987:

88-22 Executive SumirRry (March 1988)

88-23 Report (March 1988)

88-24 Status Report on Human Corps Activities:
The First in a Series of Five Annual Reports to the
Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 1320
(Chap.:er 1245, Statutes of 1987) (May 1988)

88-25 Proposed Construction of the Petaluma Cen-
ter of Santa Rosa Junior College: A Report to the
Governor and Legislature in Response to a Request
for Capital Funds for Permanent Off-Campus Center
in Southern Sonoma County (May 1988)

,88-26-California -College-Going-Rates; 1987 Update:
The Eleventh in a Series of Reports on New Fresh-
man Enrollments at California's Colleges and Uni-
versities by Recent Graduates of California High
Schools (June 1988)

88-27 Proposed Construction of Off-Campus Commu-
nity College Centers in Western Riverside County: A
Report to the Governor and Legislature in Response
to a Request of the Riverside and Mt. San Jacinto
Community College Districts for Capital Funds to
Build Permanent Off-Campus Centers ix Norco and
Moreno Valley and South of Sun City (June 1988)

88-28 Annual Report on Program Review Activities,
1986-87: The TwE Ifth in a Series of Reports to the
Legislature and the Governor on Program Review by
Commission Staff azyi California's Public Colleges and
Universities (June 1988)

88-29 Diversification of the Faculty and Staff in
California Public Postsecondary Education from 1977
to 1987: The Fifth in the Commission's Series of Bi-
ennial Reports on Equal Employment Opportunity in
California's Public Colleges and Universities (Sep-
tember 1988)

88-30 Supplemental Report on Academic Salaries,
1987-88: A Report to the Governor and Legislature in
Response to Senate Concurrent Resoluion No. 51
(1965) and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Legis-
lation (September 1988)

88-31 The Role of the California Postsecondary Ed-
ucation Commission in Achieving Educational Equi-
ty in California: The Report of the Commission's Spe-
cial Committee on Ed;x.ationai Equi-. Cruz Reyno-
so, Chair (Suptemoer 1988)

88-32 A Comprehensive Student Information Sys-
tem, by John G. Harrison: A Report Prepared for the
California Postsecondary Education Commission by
the Wyndgate Group, Ltd. (September 198S)
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